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1, A /l. 4 
Hiſtorical D I S PUTE of the 
Papacy and Popiſh Religion: 


1, Demonſtrating the newneſs of both ; 2, By what 
artifices they are maintained £ 3, "The contra- 
ditions of the Roman Doors in defending them: 
Divided in four Parts, T, Of Biſhopsz 2, Of 
Arch-biſhops 5 3, Of an cecumenick Biſhop z 
4, Of Antichriſt, 

* FART I 


"Divided in two Books ; In the firſt is examined, r- if Peter by 


divine Infticution was Monarch of the Church? 2. If atcthe 
command of Chrift he was Biſhop of Rome > Inthe (ſecond 
is examined, if the Biſhop of Rome was acknowledged Suc- 
cefſor to Peter in the Monarchy of the Church, before the death 
of Cyprian, or anno, 260? 

The N:gatives of which three Queſtions are made out , by.un- 
anſ verable monuments of Ant ——_— all what is pretended 
for their afficmarives , is proved to be either wrefted , falſly 

' travſluted, murilaced or forged. 


—_—__C 


A—— 
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Cicero, lib, 2: de Orator. 

Fiert voteſt ut quod dixit iratus dixerit, Silus emmuit, twn Crafſus 
fieri poteſt ut quod dixit non intel/igeres ; bi quoque Silus faſſics 
eſt, tum Ccafſus , fieri peteſt ut non omning audie-is quod te 
audiſſe dicis. Silus # omnes riſerunt. 
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HIS GRACE 


The Dux = of 


1LAUDERDALE, 


* Marqueſs of Marche , Earl of Lauderdal, 

| V - oonay; Lord Thicleſtane, Muf- 

; ſelburgh, and Bolton, Knight of the moſs 

* Noble Dcder of the Garter, His Majeſties 

1} Higb Commiſſtoner , Preſident of His 
' Council,andSole Secretary of State m His 
: Kingdom of Scotland. 


May it pleaſe your Grace, 


Hat the Chriſtian Faith (as it was 
taught by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, 
and confirmed by the four firſt 
© General Councils ) 1s eſtabliſhed 
| tio authority;all have reaſon to- 
; bethankful bothtoGod,and to His Majeſty. 
F-14 W hile _ 
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While we are contending for things of 
leſſer moment at home, Religion is dange- 
rouſly aſſaulted from abroad; their artifices 
areſubtile, their ſucceſs is Jamented. 

By what per{waſtons they endeavour to 
gain Proſelyts ; and how they are refuted ? 
Your Grace will find affirmed in theiPreface, 
andproved in the Diſpt following, The firſt 
part whereof I preſent to your Grace , it be- 
ing difhculr for me to publiſh it all at once. 


. My Lord, ſome perhaps, as their motive 
of ſuck' an addreſs as this, would fall a 


painting out thepraiſes of your Grace, and 
your Anceftors in your Face ; as, that one or 
other of your Race , could be no more ſpa- 
red from the State in every age, then one of 
the/Zacides from the warrs of Greece: which 
although moſt true, yet | forbear, leſt [ 


| ſhouldoffer violence, vim facere , to your 


Graces Modeſty, by unſeaſonable mention- 
ing things which all know to beundenyable. 


Never- 


| <4 
| Nevertheleſs; I Hope your Gracewill par- 


don me it 1 affirm, that it is a main encou- 


; 7 ragement: of my troubling you , © that 


- 
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 * your Grace isaGentle-man of Spirit, verſed in 


Antiquity, andable to- diſcern if I perform 
anything to:thepurpoſe, in this great ſub- 


.* je#, or proceſs of greateſt importance, that 


ever depended before' the T ribunal of Flea. 
ven. 


My Lord:, I havelikewiſe privat obliga- 


> tions to your Grace. þ had the honour to 


be your Condiſciple , at which time it 
did not obſcurely-appear , what your Grace 
would prove afterwards? Alſo Wa pres 
ſented ſeveral T rifles to your Grace, at your 
two times. being in Scotland , you 
ſeemed to accept of them, with a favou- 
rable countenance : which encouraged me 
to trouble your Grace afreſh. A Spaniel, the 
more be is taken notice of, the more he troubles 


; bis Benefaffors , with importunat kindneſs. 


1aking 


C? 
Taking all for good coyn, whether they be in 


jeſt or in earneſt. £ 

If l performany thing in this great ſubje# 
worthy of your Graces peruſal, | would be 
infinitly proud of it : otherwiſe, the greateſt 
cenſure | expe& from your Grace, is, that 
either your Grace would (mile at my folly,or 
elſe put me back with a gentle frown ; hop- 
ing your Grace , will pardon preſumption, 
proceeding from ſzmplicity arid good-will, 

I will trouble your Grace no more, but be- 
ing ſorry , that 1 can give no greater eyi- 
dence of my propenſion, to your Graces ſer. 
vice, I reſt as Iam able, molt addicted tor, 


Samuel Coluill. 
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THE 


PREFACE, 


DIRECTED TO. 
The Nobility, Gentry, and Burroughs of 
the Kingdom of Scotland. 


My Lords and Gentlemen, | 
aan Ince 1 have contrived the following Diſcourſe,chief- 
> ly for your uſe » (n0t oy ar +, to inform thoſe of 


o opportunity at will,to go to thewoods to gather 

FAD Strawberries themſelves : whereas your Lordſhips 
leiſure,by reaſon of your other weighty Employments, requires ras 
ther to have them preſented in adiſh) Curtoſſty _—_ will move 
one or 6ther of 10x to peruſe it: Which that you may do the more com- 
modiouſly, it is requiſite that your minds be prepared, by conſider- 
ing,1, What the Subjeft is I preſent unto your protetFion? 2WNhat 
I performinit? 3. What is my ſcope andintention? 4. How 
T an[wer,as I can, to all which is objected againſt me! I am not 
very eloq rent, eſpecially in the Engliſh Tongue ( not being much 
accuſtomed to read Books in that Language) The Di courſe for 
the moſt arts dogmtick,and therefore Rhetorice is more hurt= 


ful thn p ofirable: If I br und! ſtood, it is gg. in repre- 


ſenting ſhortly , what others have done prolixly : perſpicuouſly, 


what others have obſcurely : And yet fully, that is, omitting no- 
Az thing 
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- thing moment which is pretended by cither Party,in that grea 


Controver fie, of the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Row, 

And firſt for the Subjet ,, N-ne are ignorant , in what high 
eſtimation (ſearching ot Antiquity :5 amongſt th.ſe,whoſe mindes 
are erefFed above the ordinar of men * That religious enquiries 
of that kind, onzht to be: preferred to any others, who believe the 
immortality of 'the ſoul, none will deny, Among thoſe again, 
that one Controverſie ot-the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, 
deſervedly challengeth the firſt place : I preſenting to your Lord- 
ſhips in it, the minute of a Proceſs ( if not marred by me) the 
moſt noble,the moſt profitable,ond the moſt pleaſant,which-hath 
hitherto depended before the Tribunal of Heaven, That I af- 
firm no Paradoxes, appears by what followeth, 

The Nobiluy of this queſtion is celebrated bythe Learned of 
both ſides Eſt Nobilis inter primas D:ſputatio, the nobleſt 
of Diſputes, ſaith Chamier : Eſt quzſtio Frima, & familiam 

ucens, A primeand leading queſtion, ſaith Salmafius : That 
is, upon it depends all the @ontrover fies we have with the C)mrch 
of Rome, Bellarmine gorrh higher, calling it a debate de ſumma 
rei Chriſtianz z That is,. W herther the Chriſtian Religion can 
ſabſiſt or not 2 For, in his opinion, Who calls in queſtion the 
Supremacy of the B.ſhop, of Rome ,- he queſtions the truth of 
the Chriſtian-Religion it (elf, *- 

By which expreſsion of this Feſuit, appears the immenſe utj- 
lity of that Controverſie, If any want ability , if they have not 
leiſure to wad; thorow that profound Ocean of Antiquity ,, tobe 
informed of the truth of that Article , added to the Creed by the 
Council at Trent, viz, That Communion with the Church 
of Rome in all her Tenets, js abſolutely neceſſary to ſalvation : 
Let them ſtudy this one Controverſie , of the Supremacy of the 
Biſhop of Rome , and it will reſolve the queſtion : for, if it be 
founded upon Scripture and Antiquity , withent all queſtion, 
Communion with the Church ot- Rome-is neceſlar unto ſalva- 

tion. 
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eion,and the Religion of Proteſtants,is a new ſprung up hereſie, 
* "fnce the Biſhop J Rome, in Cathedra, ( and conſequently in 
' their opinion infallible) pronouneeth ſo, On the contrary, if the 
* Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome be 4 thing wnknown to Scrip- 
" tureand Antiquity, it is as certain , that the Faith of the Mo- 
dern Roman Church , is a new deviſed cheat and idolatry, 

F That this followeth of neceſſity , appears by the confeſſion o 
7 Bellarmine him{eif , in two expreſſions in the preface of hel. 
* Books of his, de pontifice Romano: 7 he firſt we now mentioned, 
g i#n which he calls that Controverſie of the Pop:s ſupremacy, 
2 aDebitede ſumma rei Chriſtiane, That is , whether the 
Chriſtian Religion can ſubſiſt or not £ By Chriſtian Religion, 
20 queſtion , he means, the Faith of t!l'e modein Church of 
Rome z, and conſequently he grants , that they whe call in 
queſtion the Popes ſupremacy, they queſtion alſo, the whole body 
of the Pop. fb Religion: And conſequently ſtill he muſt of neceſſity 
F-prant, that if the Popes ſupremacy be deſtitute of Scripture and 
"Antiquity, the faith of the Modern Church of Rome falls with 
x it, and proves anew deviſed fiction, His ſecond expreſſion is, 
'* in thoſe ſimilitudes he uſeth, to illuſtrat his aſſertion , v:z, He 
© compares Religion , without the Popes nay ( which in his 
. opinion, is that of the Modern Church of Rome) to a Houſe 
without a Foundation, a Body without a Head, Moon- thine, 
** without the Sun : And ſince it 15 noterions, that a houſe without 
® a Foundation cannot ſtand, that a Body without a Head cannot © 


__ 


3 live, that the Moon without light of the Sun,muſt be obſcured; He 
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* muſt of neceſsity grant , that the Supremacy of the Biſhop of 
"lk Rome, being refuted by Scripture and Antiquity, the Faith and 
* Religion of the Modern Church of Rome, ts warrantable by nei- 

®* ther ;, and conſequently,proves a new deviſed idolatrous chear, 
Thirdly,its a moſt pleaſant conteſt , what can be more pleaſing, 
* then to conſider the cauſes of any prodigious Moniter ? how 13 
* ſubſets ? and how it is deftroyea ? how any illuſtrious cheat is 
| contrived ? 


. 
ro 
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contrived ? how it is maintained ? and how tis diſcovered 5 3 
But ſuch a Monſter, ſuch a Cheat as the Biſhop of Rome , youe | 
free of prejudice can behold without admiration, The whole 
| world ſees a perſon , now ignorant, then flagitions , not ſeldome 
both,put by two or three Italians of the ſame mettal, in the Chajy 
of Rome: which Preferment he obtains , ſometimes byblood, 
| ſometimes by fimonie , ſometimes by unlawtul ſtipulations, as 
co protect Hereſie, and to oppreſs the Catholick Faith , xox 
ſelaome by a pation with the Devil ( al which wayes of ob= 
taining the Chair of Rome, are confeſſed by Popiſh Writers, 
; ſuch as Platina and Baronius , as ſhall be proved in the following 
| Diſpute ) Which Homuncio is no ſooner inſtalled, then he is 
metamorphoſed to be dire& Monarch of the whole World,both 
in Spirituals and Temporals, And firſt for Temporals, it | o 
be proved in the following Diſpute, that he aſſumes to himſelf in 
his Bulls, power of transferring Kingdoms at his pleaſure , of 
| ſtirring up Subje&s to Armes againſt their natural Princes, yn- 
| der the pain of Excommunication, 7? /hall be proved, that he 
makes Emperours and Kings lye proſtrate till he trade upon their 
neck; makes them ſtand bare-tooted , with their Wives and C 
Children, in froſt and ſnow, dancing attendants at h's Gates, | 
and yet not not admitted entrance, It ſhall be proved, that he 
makes Laws , ( in that Book entituled, Sacred Ceremones) 
; | that Emperors and Kings ſhould hold his Stirrup, hold water 
| | to his Hands, ſerve diſhes at his Table, carry him on their 
ſhoulders: Yea it ſhall be proved , that it is the Dodtrine of the 
|| Church of Rome, Thar all Kings are not on'y the Popes Vaſ- 
l ſals, but which is more , he is not oblieged by any mutual on-+ 
tratt, to ſuffer them to poſſeſs their Kingdoms , but during his 
pleaſures that is , he may lawfully 4rpoſe them , although they 


miſcarry not in the leaſt : In which he dotht em no wro) 2, be- 
cauſe they hold their Kingdoms f him , not as Vaſſils, but as 
depoſitarsz as when any grves to another his Cloak to keep, 
when he re-demands it, he doth him no wrong, As 
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'As for his power , which he aſſumes to _ in Spirituals, 
It cannot be repeated without horrour, It ſhall be proved inthe 
following Diſpute,that it is the Doftrine of the Church of Rome, 
partly in the Canon Law , partly 7 the Bulls of Popes them- 
ſelves, partly in Books printed by the _ Authority, and 
affirmed by his V.ſitors to contain nothing contrary to the 
Catholick Faith z 7 hat the Pope has power to coyn Articles of 
Faith at his pleaſure, oblieging the whole Church, under the 
pain of damnation, although he command vice, and forbid 
vertue, Secondly , although he ſhould lead all the world to hell 
with him,yet none ſhould preſume to diſobey him, Thirdly, that 
he gives pardon for ſin for money ; and not only of ſins by-paſt, 
but alſo of thoſe to come : that is,for a little money, he will give 
90u pardon for a little time, but for a round ſum , he will give 
9ou pardon ſo long as you pleaſe, Fourthly, it ſhall be proved, 
that for money,he permits men to fin; hat is, permits Clergy. 
men to keep W hoores: And if any keep not a Whoor, Le 
makes them pay for it in ſome places of Italy nevertheleſs , be- 
cauſe they have liberty to Keep a Whoor , if they pleaſe, 
Cornelius Agrippa affirms, he heard ſuch expreſsions as theſe 
following,” in the Popes Court , Habeat aut non habeat Meretri- 
cem, Aureum ſolvat, quia habet fi velit :- That is , Whether a 
Prieſt keep a W hoor or nor, let him pay the Tribute, ſince he 
may keep one if he pleaſe, for ſuch a peece of money, F1fth- 
ty, he makes his decretal Epiſtles of cqual authority with 
the Scripture, . Lefly, as he intendeda g1igantomachy, he ;; 
ealled in the Canon Law,yreviſed and authoriſed by Gregory, 1 3. 
Our Lord God the Pope. 7t is affirmed in the ſaid Law, tl:2c 
he has power to make injuſtice juſtice, and contra that he has 
wer to command the Angels to carry ſouls to Heaven at 

is pleaſure, that hz has power to give liberty to men to place 
the departed Souls of their friends in paradiſe tor money : rhas 
by wvertue of his fucceſsion to Peter, he is aſumed to the ſociety 
of 
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of the individual Trinity z he not only hears patiently, bgt alſe . 
| rewards flitterers , when their blalphemous Pamphlets prefer 
[ him to Chriſt ; as appears in Tanocent 10, which paſſage ſhall 
| | b: realated part 1, lib, 1. cap, 11, of this following Trea- 


tiſe, 
| Tray Lords and Gentlemen , any would think theſe horrible 
| paſſages incredible , but have patience till ye hear them proved, 
partly by the Canon Law , partly by the decretals of Popes, 
partly by Books authorized by the Popes authority, partly per res 
| | judicatas, or ſentences paſled in the Popes Court at Rome, 
| Ignorants of antiquity , ( of which our adv:rſaries bragg [0 
| much ) believe that the Biſhop of Rome had ſuch immenſe and 
unlimitated power , inall Ages , by reaſon ot his ſucceſſion to 
Peter in the Monarchy of the Church : What can be more 
Wi pleaſing, then to conſider, from what [mall beginnings ? at what 
|| times? upon what occaſions ? by what ſteps? bywhat artifices he 
| 


mounted to ſuch a prodigious nigh, ? and by what prattiſes 
he maintains himſelf in it * all which is to the life delineated, 


| 
f in this following Diſpute , and proved by uncorrupted aud un- 
anſwerable teſtimonies of the Ancients: Tn which alſo it will 
| appear, that all what our adverſary pretends from antiquity , to 
| maintain the Popes Kinzdom , 1s either ſophiſtically preverted, 
1 falſly tranſlated or cited, mutilated or forged, 
| My Lords and Gentlemen , Whereas they make the Biſhop- 
| rick of Peter the only baſis and foundation of the Popes power, 
in the firſt place,ye will find,that the Monarchy of Peter was never 
dreamed of by the Ancients of the fi: ſt ſixth Centuries, 4s for 
his particular Biſhoprick of Rome, although ſome of the Fathers 
affirm he was Biſhop of Rome , yet your Lordſhips will find it 
proved, that they call Paul Biſhop of Rome in the ſame ſenſe; 
and conſequently they take the word Bilhop in a large ou , asit 
comprehends an Apoſtle , and not properly, for a B:ſhop tyed 
j to any particular Congregation, That this 15 their meaning, 


will 
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will be proved by two invincible reaſons, the firſt is , becauſe 
theſe [ame Fathers, in thtir Catalogues of the Biſhops of Rome, 
ao not reckon Peter in that number, making Linus the firſt Biſhop 
of Rome , Cletus the ſecond , Clement the third, &c, But if 
they had believed Peter was Bilhop of Rome , they would have 
called him the firſt Biſhop, Linws the ſecond, Cletus the third, 
Clement the fourth, &c, The ſecond reaſon is, That it ſhall be 


* provedby the teſtimonies of thoſe very men , who call Peter Bi- 


ſhop of Rome, That firſt Linus, and then Cletus, were Biſhops 
of Rome during the lite of Peter: whereby it is evident, that 
Peter was never properly Biſhop of Rome, but was called Bi- 
ſhop of Rome by thoſe Fathers , becarſe he founded the Church 
of Rome joyntly with Paul, 

In the next place, your Lordſhips will find it proved , albeit 
many of the Ancients unanimouſly affirmed, that Peter was at 
Rome, and founded the Church of Rome, yet, they were de- 
ceived, or elſe the Scripture affirms falſly , ſince it ſhall be pro- 
wed by Scripture, that Peter was elſewhere in that time, in which 
they affirm he was at Rome : yea, it ſhall be proved by #nan[wer- 


able 1 eaſons from Scripture, that Peter was never at Rome, and 


that all thoſe Fathers who believe he was at Rome, were deceived 
by the teftimony of one Papias, deſcribed by Euſebius to be a 
man of no ſpirit, the Author of many tabulous Traditions, 
and of the herefte of the Millenarii z That #5 , of thoſe main- 


© taining , that Chriſt before the laſt day, ſhall reign a thouſand 


years with his Saints, 
In the third place , your Lordibips will find,that the Biſhops of 


Rome, before the dayes of Cyprian, were poor, perſecuted, pious 


Martyrs ;, only two condemned by the whole +. hurch, ſtrove to 


advance that myſtery of iniquity ( which Paul affirmed was 


working in his own time) viz, Vidtor uſurp'ng author ity over 
the Biſhops of the Eaſt, anno, 195, and Stephanus over the 


Biſhops of Africa and Sp4ain,anno 250, or thereabours Some 
B Dotters 
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Dottors of the Church of Rome, pretends ſeveral monuments of 
Antiquity, to prove the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome in that 
interval - but they ſhall be proved forged , not only by unanſwe- 
rable reaſons., but alſo by the confeſsions of the moſt learned 
Dodtars of the Church of Rome, yea of Popes themſelves, ſuch 
as Aneas Silvinus, or Pius 2, 

In the fourth place, your Lordſhips will find the Biſhops of 
Rome made rich , by the liberality of Conſtantine the Emperor 
and others ,, which occaſioned pride and luxury , the Parents of 
Antichriſt, 

In th. fifth place, your Lord|hips will find the conception of this 
Monſter, growing as an Embrio by degrees in his Mothers belly 
the fi ſt quarter a Biſhop , the ſecond a Metropolitan, the third 
a Pati tarch , between the times of Cyprian, and anno, 604, 
In which interval,as the riches of the Biſhop of Rome increaſed, 
ſo pride and corruptions of life grew up with them, and alſo ſome 
corruption in Dottrine + againſt which, n#t only > Las Hie- 
ronymus, Sulpitius, Severus , N-ziunzenus, Baſilus Magnus, 
«nd other Chriſtian Fathers exclaimed.but alſo AmmianusMar- 
cellinus , ix the opsnion of Barron-us a P:gan, In that interval, 
Damaſus mounted to the Chair of Rome by blood; of which, 
the ſaidAmmianusMarcellinus ſpeaking, after he had related the 
murthers that were committed,he concludes, It was not to be ade 
mired they aimed at the Chair of Rome by (uch praQtices, lince 
having obtained it,they were enriched by-the Gitts of Mat:ons 
and other wayes, <qualling any K:ng in their port'of Table, 
Cloaths, Houſhold-ſtuff, Attendance and Coatches, or Cha- 
riots. Inthat interval alſo , Vigilius Biſhop of Rome (as is 
related by Liberatus, and confeſſed by Barronius ) obtained the 
Chair of Rome by promiſing to the Empreſs Theodora, to abro- 
eat the Conncil of Chalcedon, to eſtabliſh the Eutichian hereſie 
zu the Church (which he endeavoured to do, as appears by his 
Leiters, mhen he was Biſhop of Rome, written to ſeveral Cours 


tiers 
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tiers,in which he approved that hereſie) And likewayes, by pro” 
miſing Gold to Beleſarius, General ro the Emperour Juſtinian, 
in Tcaly : By which predtices of V igilius, Silverius, 4 pions wor- 
thy Biſhop of Rome, (to make way for the ſaid Vigtlius) was 
baniſhed and murthered;, and yet the ſaid V'igilins wes a great 
ingeminator of ta es Petrus, and of the infallibility of the Bi- 
ſhop of Rewe, Ard yet Barronius is not afbamed , atainſt all - 
the Writers of that time , topraiſe this Monſter as a Saint ;, and 
yet ( which is admirable) he confeſſeth the way of -his entry to 
the 81(h-prick of Rome, viz, by difplacing a pious Biſhop, he 
+ obtained the Chair by Simonie, and promiſing to abrogat the 

Council ot Chalceden, and to eſtabliſh the Extichian herefte, 
And this mnch of the conception of this Monſter. 

In the _ place , ye have his birth under Phocas, who by an 
© Faift, chriftened him univerſal Biſhop: 1» which, three things 
are obſervable, 1 The God-father , 2, The God-bairy Gift ; 
Y, T he reaſons wherefore it was grven Phocas, 

TheGod- father was the Emptronr Phocas, deſcribed by all Hiſto- 
rians, tobe aMonſter for a man ;who being aCenturion,or Captain 
of a Foot- company, raiſed a mutiny inthe Army againſt the good 
Emperour Mauritius , and obtained the Empire himſelf by mur- 
thering his Maſter, his Empreſs, his Children and his Friends, 
noted by Hiſtorians to have been a perfidions, perjured,luxurionus, 
eruel Monſter : and yet , he was the firſt Emperonr who made the 
Biſhop of Rome cecumenick or univerſal Biſhop, And this 
much of the God-father of that Monſter, which is all the Jus 
Divinum the Brſhops of Rome have for their Monarchy in the 
Church, X 

The next thing obſervable, is the Gud-bairn gift, or the 
zitle of Univerſal Biſhop, conferred by Phocas upon Bonefa- 
cius third Biſhop of Rome , in the beginnins of the ſeventh 
Age, or about anno, 604, If your Lordſhips aſk what ſort of 
Title and Office it is * Gregorins Magnus , Biſhopof Rome 
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| (who died not two years before Bonifacius 34 'was Biſhop of Rome; 

| who was firſt made univerſal Biſhop by Phocas ) And Pelagiug 

| ſecond Biſhop of Rome, ( to hom immediatly Gregotius Magnus 
ſucceeded ) will inform your Lordſbips , viz, That the Title, and 
Office of univerſal Bijhop , were new . not heard of before that 
time , Scelerate, Prophane , Sactilegious , Blaſphemous 
againſt the Mandates of Chriſt , Conſtitutions of the Apoſtles, 
Canons and Liberties of the Church, Who ever took upon 
him, that Office or Title, He contaminated thoſe very 
times .in which he lived, was that Man of Sin , ficting in the 
Temple of Go4 , exalting himſelt above all that are called 
God , (So Pelagius, in an Epiſtle to a Council at Conſtinti- 
nople) that he was like the Devil , exalting himſelt above 
the other Angels, and equall:ng himſelt ro God , ( So Gre- 
gorius) which expreſſions , of Pelagius and Gregorius, and 
many others , ( too prolix to be inſerted here) are found word for 

; word in their Epiſt cs! Thoſe Teſtimontes at leneth s Je will 
findin the ſecond Book of the ſecond*Part , of this following Trea- 
tiſe. 

The third thing oBſerveable by your Lordſbips is , the reaſons 
wherefore the Emperour Phocas beſtowed that Title of cecume- 
nick Biſhop »pon Bonitacius third 2 - They are mentioned b 
Barronius, ad annum, 604, and others alſo, as Sabellicus and 
Platina , there is not one word - of Tu es Petrus , or of the Bi- 
ſhop of Romes ſucceſſion to Peter amongſt them all z They were 
all civil reſpedts ,. As firſk, becauſe the Emperour had his 
Title from Rome, and. ſince Rome was the old Imperial Cj- 
ty, Itwas reaſon that the Biſhop of Rome ſhould have juriſ- 
iftion ovvr all Biſhops, This is the onely reaſon , mentioned 

| in the Editt of Phocas, Others add there reaſons, One of which 
| | 1s this, Mauritius the Emperonur, murthered by Phocas, had be- 
flowed the title of univerial Bithop apo» John , called Jeju- 
ator , Or the Faſter Patriarch of Conſtantinople : Pelagi» 

Us 
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us 4nd Gregory Biſhops of Rome, thunder both againſt the 


Title , and the Funtron , as me now mentioned , but to no 
purpoſe : John t:{ poſſeſſeth both the Title and the Office, In 
both which , C yriacus Patriarch of Conſtantinople ſucceeds, 
which Cyriacus , protected the Empreſs , and Children of Mau- 
ritius, 4gaixt Phocas ; for which reaſon, Phocas takes both the 
Title aud the Office frem * yriacus, and beſtowed them upon 
Bonitacius third, Brſh-pof Rome, +15 old friend , as is con» 
feſſed by Barronius, ©rhers add two other reaſons , the firſt is 
this , Phocas having obtained the Empyre , by murtherins 
his Maſter Mauritius, 4nd all his race , domincered with inch 
tyrrany, that he was abhorred of all : fearing arevolt inthe Weſt, 
to curry favour with Bonitacius third Biſhop of Rome ( whoſe 
authority was wery great in it ) he beſtowed the title of univer- 


+ ſal Biſhop upon him , that by his moyen , he might be eſtabliſh- 


ed in his Empyre , and acknowledged by the Romans: The ſe» 
cond reaſon relatedby ſome is , that the ſaid Bonitacius , either 
gave, Or did promiſe to give, to Phocas, a hudze ma[s of Moyey, 
and io bought the Office from him, However, whatever were the 
reaſons which moved Phocas, it is moſt certain, that the Editt, 
or Gift of Phocas is the oldeſt Evident and Charter that the 
Biſhop of Rome can produce , to inſtru# his Monarchy in the 
Church, which will more clearly appear , by what follow- 

th, | 
Seventhly , your Lord(bips will find , that new born Mon- 
fter , Chriſtned univerſal B:hop , by the Edit? of Phocas 
ſhunned every where , in the Eaſt, in Spain, inBrcitain , in 
Germany , in France, yea in Italy it ſelf, under the malls 
of Rome , the whole Church , refuſing to obey the Edit? of 
Phocas , or to acknonledge the Biſhop of Rome univerſal Be 
ſhop : One only Paraſite excepted, the Biſhop of Cyprus; who 
ſaluted hims-by that name, out of enwy tothe Bilbop of Conſtan- 
tinople: So that inthe end, ( as it was recorded by ſome) the 
Biſhop - 
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Biſhop of Rome for very ſhame , gave over that Title of univer. 
ſal Bilbop, The poſterior Emperoures alſo recalled that Eaict 
of Phocas , as appears by the 36th, Canon of the ſixth general 
Conrci! , called T rullanum , convecated by Pogonatus , Empe. 
rour of Conſtantinople, anno, 680, By which 36th, Canon of 
the ſaid Council , was confirmed the 28th, Canon of the Council 
of Chalcedon , celebrated anno , 450, By which , the Biſhop 
of Conſtantinople , was made equal to the Biſbop of Rome, is 
Eccleſiaſtick Turiſdidion, | 

In theEighth place, your Lordſhips will find, in the decay of the 
Grecian Empyre ( by theInundations of barbarons Nations all exe« 
mics tothe Empyre, andeach of them enemies to one another ) 
that the Biſhops of Rome,in theſe vicisſitudes, ſided ever with the 
Conquerour , being alſo courted by them, to countenance them in 
the eſtabliſhment of their new and unſettled conqueſts 
By which pradtices , that Apocalyptick Monſter, ( almoſt 
blaſted inthe Budd , and ſtrangled intbe Craddle)revived again, 
not only re-aſſuming the Title of univerſal Biſhop , beſtewed ox 
him by Phocas z But alſo , ſoaring higher , taking upon 
him to excommnicate the Gr:cian Emperour , to ſtir up the 
T.ongobards , toberexve him of his po eſſrons in Italy , Tode« 
ftroy the Exharchat of Ravenna , To bereave him of the Dutchy 
of Rome, which the Pope got to his own (hare: And when the 
Longobards d:manded Tribute of him , for the ſaid Dutchy of 
Rome , ( which the Biſhops of Rome were acuſtomed to pay to 
the Grecian Emperours ) Then he called in the French, by whoſe 
means he deſtroyed the Kingdom of the Longobards , and to ve- 
quite the French Services, he made Pipin their General, King 
of France, ( ſbutting up the righteous King in a" Monaſtery ) And 
alſo, in contempt of the Grecian Emperour , he made Carolus 
Magnus , ( Sen of the ſaid Pipin ) Emperonr of the Weſt : Since 
which time , the Empyre of the Weit has been divided from that 


of the Eaſt , until this day: Thatis , ſince the latter end , of 
the Eighth Age or Century, In 


\ 
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In the ninth place, your Lordſhips will find a frange Cataſtro- 
phy : The Dodtors of the Church of Rome brag much of the 
obmiſſive obedience of Carolus Magnus to the power of the 
Biſhop of Rome z which in effett he ſeemed to do at firſt, untill 
he obtained his ends: but having accom liſhed his intentions, 
he made it appear to poſterity, that both the ſpiritual and tempo- 
»ral juriſdiction of the Biſhop of Rome , was a Sword in mad 
* mans hand : he curbed him ſo, both in ſpirituals a»d t£mporals, 
that he left him no more ,- but the bare Title of un'ver(al Biſhop, 
but as to the power of it , he made him a meer cypher, as appears 
what follows, The Hiſtory is very pleaſant, but much depras 
wed by the Popiſh Autho;s (uch as Barron'us and others : but if 
our Lordſhips will believe thoſe Hiſtorians, (w'o liv'd inthe t1me 
* of Carolus Magnus , or the times next foltwing, who queſtions 
leſs are better to be believed then Barronius, or ary other late Po- 
piſh Writer, known to be abominable depravers of Aritiquity by 
wnanſwerable Arguments , as ſhall be preved in the {cllowing 
Treatiſe ) The ſtory is this,and PR I the firſt is related, 
what /1ttle re[pe# Carolus Magnus had to the ſpirituzl authori- 
ty of he: Biſh!p of Rome, and is this : 

The quarrel of the Biſhop of Rome againſt the Grecian Em« 
peror of Conſtantinople , was for Images, or Imapge-worthip : 
Two Emperonrs of © onſtantinople, Leo, Iſaurus and Coprony- 
mus his ſon, had procured Image-worthip to be declared Idolatry, 
3n the ſeventh general Council of Conſtant.nople, anno, 760, 
conſiſting of 338 Biſhops, 

Stephanus Biſhop of Rome procures of Irene ( Danghter-in- 
law to Copronymus, Widow of Leo 4, his Son , and Queen- 
regent of the Eaſtern Empire, during the minority of ker Son 
>» Conſtantinus 7:h,) the ſecond Council of Neice, which Coun 
cil declared the 7th, general Council of Conſtantinople hereti- 
cal,ard eftabl:ſh:4 Image-worſhip, which Decree of the [econd 
Council of Neice , was confirmed and renewed by ſtueral Pre- 

wincial 
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vincial Councils in Italy , under ſeveral Biſbops of Rome' 
Carolus Magnus calls a Council at Francktord, anno, 794, in 
which were preſent moſt of the Biſhops of the Weſt, in number 300, 
at which ( ouncil were alſo preſent the Legats of Hadrianus pri. 
mus Biſhop of Rome, to jolicite the Council to eſtabliſh Image« 
worſhip,to condemn the 7th, general Council of Conſtantinople, 
as heretical z* fo confirm the 2d, Council of Neice as O:thodox, 
and likewayes thoſe Provincial Councils of /taly, which had 
eſtabliſhed Image-worſhip, The Council of Francktord (gx 
which Crolus Magnus preſided) was ſo far from obeying the 
commands of Hadrianus Biſhop of Rome, that ox the contrary 
it confirmed the 7th, general Council of Conſtantinople as Or- 
thodox , condemned the 2d, Council of Nezce , three or four 
Provincial Councils in 7taly, and three or tour Biſhops of Rowe 
(and amongſt them, Hadrianus primus himſelf ) as impious, 
herecical Idolacers, becauſe they eſtabliſhed Image-worſhip, 
And after the Council was diſſolved, a Book was written at the 
command of Carolus Magnus, ( which Book is yet preſerved in 
ſeveral Bibliathecks) in which at length was declared, by what 


ſophiſtry , perverting of Scripture , Image- worſhip was eſtabli« 


ſhed by the ſaid 24, Council of Nice , and thoſe other Provins 
cial Councils of Italy, Here your Lordſhips may obſerve , what 
regard Carolus Magnus had to the ſpiritual Authority of the 
Bi(hop of Rome, who exauttorated the Emperors of Conſtanti- 
nople, for procuring [mage- worſhip to be declared Idolatry, and + 
renting from them the Empire of the Weſt, conferred it upon the 
ſaid Carolus Magnus: and yet, the ſaid Carolus Magnus,in 4 
Council atFrancktord,procures the ſaid Emperor in the Eaſt to be 
d:clared Orthodox, in —_— Image worſhip, and condemns 
thoſe very Biſhops of Rome , as hereticks , who had depoſed the 
Emperonrs of Conſtantinople , for that reaſon; and who, for 
that reaſon, had given unto himſclf the Fmpyre of the Weſt . 
whereby it appears , that although he ſeemed plyable to the Bi. 
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ſhop of Romes Juriſdition , to obtain his own ends, yet bavine 
obtained them, he cared not much for him, 

if Carolus Magnus — not the infallibility of the 
Biſhop of Rome in ſpirituals , he regarded his temporal _ 
drition far leſs, We told before, that the reaſon wherefore the 
Biſhop of Rome called in the French againſt the Lombards, was, 
b cauſe they demanded Tribute of him , for the Territories about 
Rome their Title was conqueſt,they had conquered theſe Lands 
frem the Grecian Emperors : And ſince the Biſhop of Rome was 
ever accuſiomed to pay Tribute for thoſe Lands untothe Grecian 


. Emperor,it was reaſonable, that themſelves having conquered the 


Lands, ſhould alſo have the Tribute, Whereupon the Biſhop of 
Rome calls in the French to Italy, to aſſiſt him againſt the Lome 
bards: And firſt, Carolus Martellus leads an Army into Italy, 
in favour of the Biſhop of Rome ; next, hw Son Pipin ( whom 
the Biſhop of Rome wade King of France) Laſtly , Carolus 
Magnus the Son of Pipin, and Emperour of the Weſt , utterly 
eradicats the Kingdom of the Lombards : and when he had done, 
ix a Council at Rome, it 15 decreed firft, That no Biſhop(xot the 


" Biſhop of Rome himſelf ) ſhould be inſtalled without inveſti- 


ture trom the Emperor by Staff and Ring , and likewayes ho- 
mage more majorum, which ( as Salvianus interprets) was, 
kiſſing of the Emperors toot, 2, That the Emperor and hs 
Succeſſors , ſhould have the preſentation of the Biſhop of Rome, 
and his Succeſſors ;, that is , ſhould have the nomination and 


- election of the Biſhops of Rome, 3, The Biſhop of Rome, as 


we ſaid, called in the French againſt the Lombards, becauſe the 
ſaid Lombards required Tribute of him for the Roman Terri- 
tories: Caiolus Magnus having deſtroyed the Lombards, makes 
the Biſhop of Rome pay the ſame Tribute, pretexding the ſame 


\ reaſons which the Lombards did, viz, becauſ: the Biſhops of 


Rome were accuſtomed to pay that Tribute to the Grecian Empee 
rors, to whom he had (ſwcceeded in the Dominion of the Weſt, 
And 
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And thus it appears , what little regard Carolus Magnus had t 
the authority of the Biſhop of Rome, either ſpiritual or temporal + 
The firſt appears , the Biſhop of Rome had exautorated the Gre. 
Sian Emperors,for being enemies to Image- worſhip z and for that 
reaſon, jou! fo Carolus Magnus the Empyre of the Weſt, (at leaft 


as much as in hin lay) Carolus Magnus takes the Empire , bat 
in the mean time , in the Council of Francktord, he procures thoſe 
wery Biſhops of Rome , who had beſtowed upon himſelf the Em. 
pire,to be aeclared Idalaters and Hereticks, for eſtabliſhing Image. 
worſhip ; and conſequently, for depoſing the Grecian Emperors, 
becauſe they were againſt Images , and for giving ts himſelf their 
Fmpire inthe Weſt for that reaſon. The ſecond appears thus , the 
Biſhop of Rome calls in the French againſt the Lombards, becauſe 
they  fulfrr'r Tribute of him , for the Territories about Rome : 
Carolu; Magnus deſſroyes the Eombards, and when he had done, 
makes the Biſbop of Rome pay the ſame Tribute to himſelf and his 
Suceefſars ,, and not (6 content , ordains they ſhould 19 him homaze, 
more majorum ; That is (according to Salvianus ) by kiſſing of 
of his foot, 

Tenth ly,your Lordſhips will find this Monſler ſtill ſo bridled, uns 
zill the decay of the poſterity of Carolus Magnus:and then the Em. 
pire was tranſlated to the Germans , the Kinzdom of France 
#0 the Family of Hugh Cupet. Ortho primus Emperour , ſon of 
Henricus Auceps , the firſt German Emperony , renewed that 
power of the Emperour, his nomination and election of the Bi« 
ſhop of Rome, which the former Biſhops of Rome had taken 
from the Emperouts , during the decay and ſlouth of the poſterity 
of Carolus Magnus : but 4 little after that , the myſtery of 
Iniquity working, foretold by Paul, 2 Thefl, 2. the Biſhops of 
Rome, by the connſel of one Hildebrand , sfterwards Pope 
Gregory ſeventh, ordained the Colledge of Carlinals for eleftion 
of the Pope ,, which manner of election was utterly unkrown 
36 the Ancients , the firſt Pope who ordained this Colledge of Care 


dinal; 


The Preface. 


 Jinals was Nicolaus 24. who lived anno, 1060, which mayyer 
| of Eleftion continueth unto this day, 

The ſaid Hildebrand , becoming afterwards Pope , took upon 
him to depoſe Emperors : Anno, 1074, he depoſed Henry 4th, 
Emperonr, and gave the Empare to Rodoiphus 5 becauſe Henry 
would not renunce the ixwveſtiture of Biſhops , this Hildebrand 
raiſed many broils and troubles , and was believed by many lear- 
ned men w4 the Church of Rome ( who lived about that time) 
to be Antichriſt, his Succeſſors eſpecially , after the times of 
* the Feſuits,ſtill augmented that Dottrine, of depoſing Kings by 
the Pope : and it is now defended, not only in Books printed by 
the Popes Authority, and by all the Canoniſts, but alſo aſſumed by 
Popes unto themſelves in their Bulls , as appears by thoſe Bulls of 
Gregory 7th, againſt Hemry 4th. Emperor, of Alexinder 34, 
- erainſt Frederick the Emperor z of Boniface 8th. againſt Phi- 
lip King of France z of Jul:us F ag azainſt Lewis twelfth 
King of France, and againſt the King of Navarre, of Paul 
third againſt Hemiy 8th, King of England , of Pius 4th; 
againſt Queen Elizabeth z of Sixtus 5th, againſt Henry 3, 
and 4th, Kings of F:ance, 

When Phocas by Edid?,made Bonifacius 34, Biſhop of Rome, 
univerſal Biſhop ; the thing he gave him was little better then 
a bare Title, We have ſhewed two ſteps , by which the Biſhops of 
Rome advanced; the firſt is, his freeing himſelf from the eletti- 
« on of the Emperor ;, the ſecond, his aſſuming to himſel/ power 
of depoſing Kings and Empe'ors: the third ſtep after Phocas, 
was aſſuming to himſelf authority of convocating General 
Councils,ot preſiding in them, of confirming and infirming 
them, We do not read, that any Pope aſſumed that power to him- 
ſelf, the firſt nine hundered years after Chriſt : It is evident, 
by Hiſtory , that during the time of the firſt eight general Coun« 
cils, the Biſhops of Rome had no ſuch power , ſince it appears, 
they were all convocated by the Emperor , that athers beſide the 
Biſhop of Rome preſided in many of them, and the Emperor con« 
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firmed them all, What Pope firſt «Famed to :i{clf that prover, 
we find not expreſly before the time of Innocent 34, in the Coun- 
cil of Lateran, a»no, 1210, _ which time , the ſucceeding 
Popes conſtantly took upon them to convocat general Councils, 
10 preſide in them, and to confirm them, ; 

The fourth ſtep of the 8:ſhop of Rome ,* after Phocas , is 
his Infallibity z which was firſt conferred upon him, by the 
Council of Florence , anno ,'1439. and afterward confirmed and 
_ by the Feſuites , and Canomiſts , it being held as ant ar- 
ticle of Faith, inthe Church of Rome , that the Pope in Ca- 
thedra , or teaching the whole Church , cannoterr: yea, 
ſome of them maintain , ( as Albertus Pighius and others ) that 
the Pope cannot be an heretick , which Bellarmine calls a pious 
opinion: but your Lordſhips will find it proved , part third, 
lib. 2, that innumerable Popes, have not only been hereticks, 
«nd ſo declared by other Popes , and general Councils, but alſo, 
that they have taught hereſit., and have been condemned by gene- 
ral Councils ,. tor teaching hereſie , 4s Pope Honorius was con- 
demned by three ſucceſſive general Councils, the ſixth , ſeventh, 
and eight , and of late Pope Engenius by the Councils of Baill : 
By whence it appears , that this Dottrine of the Popes infallibi- 
lity, #5 not only hereſie , but madneſs, fighting againſt come 
mon ſenſe , reaſon, and the light of all Hiſtory, 

Any would think , that the Biſhop of Rome could mount no 
higher , ſince already , he is Monarch of the whole World, 
both in Sprituals and Temporals,We have ſeen him hitherto tak- 
ing upon him power of depoſing Kings , and Emperours , of 
transferring Kingdomes at his pleaſure , of coyning Articles of 
Faith ( under the notion 4 inf allibilirs ) oblieging the whole 
Church : yet inthe laſt place , your Lordſhips will find him in 
the fonrth part of this Diſput , ſitting in the temple of God, 
adorned with all the marks of Antichriſt , intending a gigan- 
tomachy , as if he intended to pull God ont of the Heavens , tak- 


ps 


"7 


The Preface. 


ins upon him ,not only to equal his decretal Epiſtles to holy Serip-- 
ture, but alſo to prefer them untoit ;, in ſeveral of them , decer- 
ning 4zainſt the Law of God , openly avowing , he has power (o 
todo; injoyning it , to the whole Church to be believed, under 
pain of bereſie , that he hath ſuch power, Tour Lordſhips will 
fud, that in the Canon Law, he is called Dominus Dens noſter 
Papa , vur Lord God the Pope : that he takes upon him , not 
only to pardon ſins for money , both by-paſt , and to come , but 
alſo for apeice of money , to ſuffer the Clergy to wallow in whore» 
dome x; albeit azainſt all pure Antiquity , he expreſly inhibits 
them marriage, Tour Lordſbips will find it proved, that in the 
ſaid Canon Law , he affirms himſelf , by reaſon of his ſuc+ 
cesſion to Peter, to be aſſumed , tothe ſociety of the indivi- 
dual Trinity, that for money , he will command the Angels to 
take ſouls out of purgatory , and place them ſtraight in Parg= 
m= : And in aword, your Lordſhips will fnd him, that man 
of fin deſcribed by the Apoſtle , fitting in the Temple of 
God, exalting himſelf above all that are called God , cal-. 
ing himſelt God , teaching the dodrine of devils, forbidding 
meats, forbidding marriage , making the Kitlgs of the earth 
drunk with his abominations, corrupting all the Articles of 
the Chriſtian Faith, raking trom them , adding to them ar. 


his pleaſure: and as he groweth in power , depravation of Re- 


ligion encreaſeth with it , following the increments of his autho- 
rity , as the motion of the Sea , depends upon the Moon, | 

In purer Antiquity , when there was no evidence of the [u« 
premacy of the 8rſhop of Rome at all, there was no corruption 
in Dotrine , Religion was unſpotted but when the Bi(h»p of 
Rome , enriched by the liberality of the Emperours , became 
proud , and aimed to uſurp over the Church , corruption in Dott« 
rine encreaſed apace , with their increments of power, Conſult. 
Hiſtory, andyogr Lordſbips will find, at every ſtep of the Popes 


advancement in power , 4 depravation in Dottrine accompary- 


ing _ 
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ing it : your Lordſhips will likewayes find it proved , part 
fourth, lib, 2, that the Dottrine of the modern Church of 
Rome, is nothing elſe but a maſſe of depravations , corrupr;- 
ons , herefies, brought in by Biſhops of Rome, as they ad- 
vanced in authority , the Doctrine of the firſt fix Centuries 
being quite extindt, Notwithſtanding al! the braggings of our 
adverſaries , of their Antiquity , your Lordſbips will find, in 
the firſt ſix hundred years after Chriſt , that the Doct- 
rine now profeſſed by the modern Church of Rome , was al- 
together unknown , and had not a beeing; or if any of their 
modern Tenets were mentioned by the Writers in thoſe times , it 
was with deteſtation , under the notion of Herelie , and oppoſ- 
ed by the whole Church, 1f your Lordſhips think this incredible, 
Je will findit proved , part 4, lib, 2. of this treatiſe, by an 
induction of all thoſe Tenets, which the Church of Rome hold 
contrary to the Doctrine of the reformed Churches, 

My Lords and Gentlemen, 7» the laſt place , you will find it 
proved, by what praftices the Biſhop of Rome maintains himſelf 
in that prodigious greatneſs , and his Dottrine? None can but 
admire how 's hath been (o long undiſcovered? and how ſo many 
learned and pious men, brave ſpirits,can be ſo bewitched yet, as to 
believe,that communion with him, is neceflary unto ſalvation z 
and that all who acknowledge not his power and Do@rine, 
ought to be condemned as Hereticks, But their admiration 
may ceaſe,ſince the Spirit of God affirms, that the Kings of the 
earth ſhall be drunk w:th his abominations; that is, ſhall be 
void of all ſpiritual underſtanding, that the glory of God may be 
manifeſted in his imperveſtigable wayes,till at laſt, that wicked 
one be conſumed by the breath of his mouth, that is, by the ſin- 
cere preaching of the Goſpel, The cup of iniquity of that Mon- 
ſter, was not yet full, untill he began ſo far to forget himſelf , as 
to prefer himſelf to God , and make publick ſale of forgiveneſs 
of ſins for monty z that is, by giving pardons unto men, not g- 

or 
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for ſins by-paſt,but alſo to be committed afterwards,giving to this 

Courtier , the money obtained for the pardon of ſins obtained in 
one Countrey , to that of another, 1t is reported of Alexander 
the ſixth, that when it was told him, that his Son Car Burgia 
had loſt a hudge ſum of _ at Dice; he anſwered, that his 
Son had loſt nothing but the fins of the Germans, that zs, the 
money which he had got for the ſale of pardons in that Nation, 
When his 1mpiety came to ſuch a height, he was at laſt diſcovered 
by Luther, poor Frier ; ſince which time , they have left no ſort 
of cruelty and impoſtures unattempted , to preſerve their Power 
and their Dottrine. 

And firſt for their cruelty towards thoſe who oppoſed them, 
death without torture was thought a clemency z the ordinar pu- 
wiſhment of ſuch was , burning alive and if they were ſo au- 
merous, that it conld not be conveniently done, they trained them 


into [nares,by per fidious Treaties, cutting their throats when they 
were aſleep, without regard tothe publick Faith given them ,, as 


appears by the horritle maſſacre at Paris, and other places of 
France : and albeit pop:ſh Writers , in thoſe times , deteſted that 
perfidious cruelty , yet the Pope himſelf, who was the Author,and 
contriver of it, made Proceſſions of joy, and Bone- fires at Rome, 

for the ſucceſs of it, 
As for their impoſtures, by which they maintain their Power 
and Dodtrine , they are ſo many , that they are ſcarce nume- 
rable : the main are preferring the corrupt Latine verſion of 
the Scripture , to the Greek. an{ Hebrew Fountains , held 
'authentick by the Primitive Church, and the Church of 
Rome zt ſelf, Secondly , by adding Books to the Canon of 
the Scripture , againſt all the current of Antiquity , to authe- 
 rize ſome of their idolatrous Tenets, | 3, They make the Pope 
'the infallible Interpreter ot Scripture, a/beit perhaps he had 
never read one ſyllable init, or at leaſt underſtood nothing in it 
as appears of late, by that paſſage of Innocent 1044, ( related by 
Sant 
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Sint Amour, in his Fournal ) who being preſſed to determige 

a Controverſie in Religion, between the Janieniſts and Moliniſts, 

anſwered, he w& inold man, and had never ſtudied Divinity, 

neither did it belong to his profeſſion, 4, They have cor- 

rupted all the Writings of the Ancients, _ to them, takin 
e 


from them at their pleaſure, as appears by the Edition of the 
Fathers, ſet forth by Manutius at the Popes command, againſt all 
the A Copies,and old printed Copies,before anno, 1564, 
neither are they aſhamed of it, avowing it in their indices expur- 
gatorii: and not content with corrupting of Antiquity , they alſo 
forge, not only particular teſtimonies of Fathers , but alſo whole 
Treatices, Aneas Silvrus, who was afterwards Pope himſelf, 
under the name of Pius 24, confeſſed ingenuouſly, that no regard 
was held to the ſupremacy of the, Biſhop of Rome, before the 
Council of Nice , or anno, 325, and yet they produce oy and 
thirty decretal Epiſtles of Popes, as ſo many Knights of the Foſt, 
to bear falſe witne(s for it in that interval , acknowledged to 
be foreed, by Cuſanus , Contius, and other great Antiqua- 
ries ofthe Church of Rome , neither are they much regarded by 
Bellarmine and Batronius themſelves, Again, the moſt inge. 
#u0us Dodtors of the Romiſh Church , and their greateſt Anti- 
quaries confeſs , that nothing can be gathered from the Coun- 
cil of Nice , for the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome , Yea, 
all Antiquity acknowledged only twenty Canons of the ſaid Conn- 
cil of Nice : Tet the Feſuits of late , have found out two Ara« 
bick Editions , in which , fifty Canons are added to thoſe twen« 
ty : ſo palpably forged, that he is blind, who doth not ſee it, 
Tea , they are acknowledged for ſuch , by the moſt learned mes 
of the Church of Rome. The main ſcope of thoſe forged Can- 
nons , is to prove ſeveral principal Tenets , of the Popilh Reli- 
gion , eſpecially the Popes Supremacy , That they are forged, 

ſhall - appr , part2, lib, 1, 
Laſtly, the Biſhops of Rome maintaiy their authority , and 
Dotirine 
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Dottrine, by falſe miracles, Saints and Revelations s but mainly 
by thoſe two damned cheats , implicit faith azd intall:bility , 
that is,they make their drſciples believe that all 5 Goſpel, what 
the Pope affimeth 2» Cathedra, and that he cannot erre teach- 
ing the whole Church : wh ch is the maix cheat by which they 
* lead innumerable ſouls to deſtrattion, : 
My Lords and Gentlemen, This much of the nobility , uti- 
lity and jucundity of the Subjet# which I preſent unto your pro- 
teftion ;, in which , I have ſhortly ſbadowed forth the ſteps 
of the Biſhop of Rome', ro his ipreſent greatneſs, and by what 
artifices he maintains him'elf init? The ſecond thing I de- 
fired your Lord\bips to obſerve , is the method | fe inthe diſco- 
very of this rand Impoſtor, -I am informed, ſome tax me of 
preſumption,for medling with ſuch a Subjedt , after the Labours 
of ſo many Learned men, to whoſe diligence, nothing could be 


added, 


But I anſwer, as it were ill manners in me to tax thoſe brave 
men that went before me in this Sub edt, of omiſſion or ſlackneſs ; 
So I am confident , none will blame me with any ſhew of reaſon, 
except firſt he conſider wh-t I ſay, 1t is true indeed. many have 
written before me,but it is as true,that ſome of them have written 
.too dogmatically , ſome too hiſtorically 5 both which wayes are 
loſt labour in this Subjet , in which all the probations are teſti» 
monies : but that they can be underſlood without the k; owledze 
of Hiſtory . no man can perſwade me, though never ſo learned, 
On the other Lind, Hiſtory without 1 iſputation , may del12ht the 
' 0a, as any other empty fl ſh of Rhetorick, but it will xever ſatiſ< 
fie the mind ruled by reaſon, I ſtrive torelateth Hiſlo y of the 
Papacy and Popilh Religion, fighting with DriſÞutation at every 
ſtep : ntither make I uſe further of Hiſtory, then to 1{uſtrat the 
"Diſpute, which is my chief aim, I reſemble moſt , the way of 
Du Pleſis, whether 1 be a plagiarian from h'm , let the 


Reader judges; and alſa, whether my method be the ſame wi. b his, 
D He 
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Me was 4 brave man , and a great Ornament to the Proteftane 
Religion z but he hath many conciſe rhetorications, to undey- 
ſtand which, much knowledge of Antiquity is requiſite z other 
wayes, theſe paſſages of his are ſo many xnigmata t0beginyers 
of the ſtudy of Antiquity , whoſe utility I principally atm at in 
this Work, that ſailing about the doors in this little Barge , they 
may learn by degrees to [ail inthe great Ships of others, through= 
out the immenſe Ocean of Antiquity, The method 1 uſe, is this 
following ;, if any in reaſon ſhall not think it fit, after reaſonable 
inſtruftion of my error, 1 ſhall make a recantation, 

My Lords, The whole Treatiſe is taken up in the examina- 
tion of theſe three Queſtions; the firft is, If Peter was or- 
dained by our Saviour Monarch of the Church,or viſible Head 
of the Church under Himſelf? The ſecond is, If at the com- 
mand of Chriſt, he took the charge of the Biſhoprick of 
Rome? The third ts. It by divine Inſticution, the Biſhop of 
Rome ſucceeded to Peter in the Monarchy of the Church ? 
And whereas our adverſaries of the Church of Rome, endeavour 
to prove the affirmatives of theſe three queſtions by Antiquity, 
that is, teſtimonies of Councils and Fathers, my ſcope is, ro 
diſprove the ſaid three affirmatives in the ſame manner, axd to 
Prove, that all what they preterid from Antiquity, ts either wieſt= 
ed, perverted, mutilated, falfly cranſlated trom the Ot iginals, 
or forged down-right. 

The whole Treatiſe is divided in four Parts; the fi-ſt Part is 
entitu/cd,of Biſhops, and contains the Hierarchy of the Church, 
wnto the death of Cyprian, which was after the middle of the 
third Aze: In which interval, 1endeavour to prove , there was 
z0 ordinar Office in the Church , above that ot a Biſhop, and 
that the Biſhop of Rome was in no more Authority then any other 
biſhop albeit he was firſt Biſhop in dignity, becauſe Biſhop of the 
old Imperial City, This firſt part is divided in two Books, in 
the firſt is diſputed the Monarchy of Peter , by his inftitution, 

_ p:er0. 
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* prerogatives 4nd carriage , and teſtimonies of Fathers, «nts 
cap, 22, In the reſt of that Book is diſputed, if ever Piter was 
at Rome? and if he were, it he was Biſhop of Rome ? 

In the ſecond Book, is diſputed , if the Biſhop of Rome was 
adcnowledard , as ſucceſſcr to Perer in the Monarchy of the 

. 4Church , before the death of Cyprian? In which Book , I in- 
"ſt moſt upon theſe following particulars, Firſt, I relate the 

* opinion of Aerins and his followers, concerning the Orininal 
Progreſſe , and univerſal eſtabliſhment of Epiſcopacy, mhere-+ 
in a Biſhop d:ffers from a Preſbyter ? and for what reaſons Epiſ- 
copacy was brought into the Church? 2, Iproveby the teſli- 
monies of Ignatius, Dionyſus , and Cyprian himſelf, that 

* there was no Office in the Church , in that interval , above that 

: of a Biſhop, 3, 1 anſwer ſeveral teſtimonies , pretended by 
thoſe of the © hurch of Rome , to prove the as Supremacy in 
that interval , from Actions of Popes, Appellations to chem, 
and from teſtimonies of Greek and Latine Fathers, 4, ITexs 
amine ſeveral Forgeries and Corruptions of the Fathers , made 
IG of by ſome Romain DoRots, to prove the Supremacy of the Bi= 
ſhop of Rome i# that Interval, 

The ſecond Part is intituled , of Arch-biſhops, in which 

T1 diſput the Hierarchy of the Church , fromthe death of Cypri- 
an, wnto the beginning of the ſeventh Century , or to anno, 
604, at which time , the Emperor Phocas took the title of 

univerſal Biſhop from Cyriacus , Patriarch of Conſtanti- 

'nople , and beſtowed it upon Bonitacius third , _— of Romez 
'which is an interval of 344, years, It is divided in two 
Books , the firſt , intitulated , of Metrapolitins , 1n which 1 
,diſput , the Hierarchy of the Church , from Cyprian , anno, 
260, antothe Council of Chalcedon , anno, 453. all which 
"t1me , no Office was inth: Church , above that of a Metrapoli- 
tan: #nſiſting moſt upon theſe following particulars , firſt , of 
the original, progreſſe , and univerſal eſtabliſhment of Metrapo- 
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litans 5 wherein a Metrapolitan differ from another Biſhop + 
For what reaſon , Metrapolians were brought into the Church? 
What place the Biſhop of Rome had , amongſt © Metrapolitans? 
where I prove , by unauſwerable teſtimonies of Antiquity , that 
other Metrapolitans were of alike Juriſdiftion with him 3 and 
that he was only ,, firſt M: trapolitan in dignity , for the ſame 
reaſon that he was firſt Biſhop 11 the interval of Biſbops, viz, 
becauſe he was Biſhop in the Chief Imperial City, 2, Trace- 
ing the lives of the Biſhops of Rome , in that interval, 1 
diſput pro, and contra, the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome 
init , by their attions , u{urpations, add eſſes mage to them, 
and Afts of general , and particular Councils , celebrated in 
each of thetr times, 3, 1 examine the opinions of Greek and 
Latine Fathers, who lived in that interval , concerning the $u> 
premacy of the Biſhop of Rome init, 4, Texamine (ome no+ 
table forgeries, pretended by thoſe of the Church of Rome, to 
Prove the Pops [upremacy in that interval, 

The ſecond Book is entituled , of Patriarchs , containing 
the Hierarchy of the Church , from th2 Council of Chalcedon, 
anno, 453, to Phocas and Bonifacius, anno, 604, Jn which 
Interval, Pattiarchs obtained the chief place of the Hierar. 
chy , inſiſting alſo upon thoſe five particulars; 1, Of the 
original, progreſſe , and univerſal eſtabliſhment of Patriarchs, 
wherein a Patriarch differs from a Metrapolitan © for what rea- 
ſons Patriarchs were broug't inthe Church ? what place the 
Biſhop of Rome had amongſt Patria,chs? viz, all Patriarchs 
were altke to him in Jari{dition: Tet he was the firſt Parri- 
arch in dignity , for the ſame rraſon that hewas firſt Bilhop in 
ihe Interval of Bilhops , and firſt Metrapolitan 5» the Interval 
of Metiapolitans,, that is of civil reſpedts ( and not by reaſon 
ot ſucceſſion to Peter in the Monarchy ot the Chu ch ) be- 
cauſe Rome was the old imperial ( ity , of which he was Patti- 
arch, 2, Traceing the lives of the Brſhops of Rome , of that 
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interval, 1 diſput their Supremacy from their Attions , Uſuy- 
patrons , york A made to them , from general and particular 
Councils, celebrated in their time, . 3, I (xamine the 0ptnt- 
ons of Greek and Latine Fathers , wholived in that Interval, 
concerning the Supremacy of the Biſhep of Rome init, 4, I 
examine thoſe Forgeries , pretended. by thoſe of the Church of 
Rome , to prove the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome in that 
Interval 5, I minnut that notable controverſie , betwixt the 


- Biſhops of Rome avd onſt-ntinople for the Pr.macy : ſhow- 


ine what was the occaſion of that conteſt ? for what Pr:macy 
they ſtrove ? by what reaſon they pleaded * and whocarried 
it in the end? v1z, Jol.n( called Jejunator, or the Faſter ) 
Patriarch of Conſtantinople , who firſt of all was ftiled cecu- 
menick B.ſhop, anzo, 580, which was continued 1n his [uc- 
ceſſors toanno , 604. at which time , Phocis ( before whos 
Bonitacius third Biſhop of Rome renewed the Proceſſe , know» 
ine that Phocas the Emperor , carried no good will to Cyria- 
cus, Patriarch of Conſtantinople z he ſtruck ihe Iron while it 
was hot) after much contention, pronounced in his favour, 

The third Part, entituled , ot an cecumenick Biſhop, cor 


- tains the Hiſtory of that interval, between anno, 600. and the 


Council of Trent, 1t is divided in two 3uoks , in the firſt, 7 
inf{ſt moſt on thoſe following particulars, 1, What power was 
conferred by Phocas , with that title of univerſal Biſhop , upox 
Bon'tac'us third Biſhop of Rome? . 2, How the edift of Phocas 
was ob.yed ? viz, reſiſted every where , till in the end it was 
recalled by Pogonarus, anno, 680, in the ſixth general Council, 
4s was ſb:wed before, 3. How during th: viciſſitudes of inun 
dations of Barbarians, the Biſhop of Rome re- aſſumed that tiite 
of un ve:la! Biſhop, and uſurped power 11 temporals over the 


* Grecian Emperors , as was already declared, 4. How Carolus 


Magnus c#rbed himz,, 5, How, when the poſterity of Carolus 
Magnus 
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"Magnus —_ he renewed and augmented his power by five 


ſteps, as we (hewed before al[0, 
In the ſecond Book , thoje ſteps or increments of the Papacy, 
between anno, 600. andthe sCnnelof Trent, are dozmatically 


diſpated, by Scripture, Fathers, and it is proved, by teſtimonies 


of the moſt learned Antiquaries of the Church of Rome , that the 
oldeſt of thoſe ſteps , was not before anno, 1000. 1t is true indeed, 
that his power m temporals, was atcmpred firſt by Conſtantine 
Bi(bop of Rome, againſt Philippicus Emperour of C'nſtantino» 
ple, anno, 720, becauſe the [aid Philippicus cauſed pull down 
theſe Images of the Fathers of the ſixth general Council , placed 
in the Church of St, Sophia, «t ConſtintinuLÞle: and 4 direle 
after, Gregory 24, and 34, Biſhops of Rome, excommunicated 
Leo Iſaurus, and his ſon Copronymus , for the ſame quarrel 
of Images , but their inſolence was compeſced by Carolus Magnus, 
as we ſhewed before. Thoſe four ſteps are , 1. Eletion by Cardi- 
nals. 2, Pow:r of convocating general C »uncil«, conſtantly 
pie iding in them,ot confirming and infirming them, 3.Power 
intemporals,4.'n fallibility : as for the laſt ſlep Divinity, it 
is diſputed in the fourth Part, lib, 2. 

T /# fourth and lat Part of this Treatiſe, ( entituled , of An- 
eichriſt ) #5 divided intwo Books ,, in the firſt , the demonſtrations 
of Sanderus, B-llarmine, and Leffius, ({ three Feſuits ) are 
anſwered, by which they endeavour to prove , that the Biſhop of 
Rome is not Antichriſt, 2, The Biſhop of Rome is proved to 
be Amichriſt by Scripture, Fathers, Popiſh Doctors , yea, by the 
teſtimonies of ſome Popes themſelves, 

In the ſecond Book , two marksof Antichriſt are chiefly infiſte4 
wpon, the firll is , his detection, 2 Theſl. 2. where it ts proved, 
that the Deitrine of the Modern Church of Rome is that de/eltie 
on, mentioned by the Apoſtle, and that in the firſt ſix Centuries 
there was no (uch thing , as the modern Popiſh Religion g 
which 15 proved, by an induction of all the contraverted 

points 
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ints we have with the Church of Rome, 2, Becauſe thoſe 
of the Church of Rome ordinarily objett , that they have not 
made a defettion, becauſe 1t cannot be inſlrutted at what time it 
was made ? by whom ? and who reſiſted it ? Two things are 

oved in the ſaid Book, firſt,it is proved by Reaſon, E xperience, 
Scripture, Fathers, that a defettion may be made, ana yet it may 
be unkrown by whom it is made? at what time? and who firſt 


reſiſted it? 2, It is proved by an induttion , that moſt of the 


moſt ſubſtantial Tenets of the Church of Rome ( ſuch 75 tran- 
ſubſtantiation, number of the Sacraments, communion under 
one kind, ſacrifice of the Maſs , imperteCion of the Scrip- 
ture, equalling of traditions toit, adding a Apoctypha Books 
toit, rejeting the Greek and Hebrew as not being authen- 
tick, as making the corrupt vulgar Latine verſion authentick, 
free- will Merits, juſtification by Works,c#libat of Prieſts, wor- 
ſhiping of Images, invocation of Saints, ſer Faſts, Prayer for 
thedead, Purgatory, Indulgences, works of ſuper-erogation, 
all the ſteps ot the Popes Supremacy, &c. ) were not only 
wot from the beginning,but alſoit is proved for the moſt part ( by 
teſtimonies of Popiſh Dodtors themſelyes) at what time ? and 
by whom * the ſaid Tenets , as innovations, were brought in the 
Church, 

The ſecond mark of Antichriſt we inſiſt upon is, that man 
eve71, all ſort of deceiving and fraud , 2 Theſ. 2, where it is 
ſhewed , by what cheats the authority of the Biſhop of Rome and 
his Dodtrine are maintained; ſuch as perverting, falſly tranſ- 
Jating and corrupting ( by adding and paring of the indices ex- 
purgatorit ) all the Writings of the Ancients, SuPpoſitions, 
Revelations, Saints, Miracles, &C, 

My Lords and Gentlemen, Thus 1 have repreſented unts 
you,what I perform in this great Subjeft, and what method I ob» 
ferve in it : By which it will appear to any reaſonable man, what 


1 fference there 1s betwien this methed , and that of others, if 
1 per- 
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1 perform what I promiſe ;, of which , let the judicious Reader 
be judge, Now followeth the third thing , which I deſired your 
L.ordſhips to take to conſideration, viz, what my ſcope and in- 
1c ntion 1s ? which is twofold, the firſt is, torefute thoſe marks, 
{ which thoſe of the Church of Rome endeavour to per ſwade 
_ Diſciples , that the ſaid Church of Rome 28 the true 
$ hurch. 

The fl mark is , 4 continual ſucceſſion of B:ſhops , which 
fir take great pains to enumerat. from the dayes of the Apoſtles, 
Tunto this time : In which mark ſhall be proved a four-fold cheat 
; The firſt ts, they make the world be ievethat all thoſe Brſhops were 
of a like greatneſs in Power and Authority z whereas it 5s 
proved, that in the firſt three Centuries, or at leaſt before the ayes 

of Cyptian, that cvery Biſhop was of equal authority with the 


+ Biſhop of Rome: And that between the times of Cyprian, 


and the Council of Chalcedon,every Metropolitan,and from the 
Council of Chalcedon toanno,604.,every Patriarch were of equal 
juriſdition to him : And when he was made univerſal Biſhop 
by Phocas , little more then a bare title was beſtow:d on him, 
axd yetthat was after revocked , by the ſixth general Council, 
As for thoſe five fteps we mentioned before ( in which chiefly the 
Modern Power of the Pope conſoſt: ) viz, El@ion by Cardinals , 
2. Authority of convocating general Councils, 3, Temporal 
juciſditionz 4, Intability; 5. and Divinity , zt ſhull be 
proved (as we ſaid before ) by the teſtimonies of Popiſh Doors 
themſelves , that the oldeſt of them, had not a beting in the tenth 
Age : and that the ſaid Popiſh Dotfors, acknowledging the 
ſucceſſion of the Biſhop of Rome to Peter zn the Monarchy 
of the Church , nevertheleſs, ſome of them doubted not to call the 
Biſhop of Rome Antichriſt , by reaſon of theſe ſteps , which 
they call tyrannical Antichriſt:an uſurpations, 
The ſecond Cheat , in that matk of ſuccefhon is , that they 
make ignorants believe , that all the biſhops of Rome , fince 


the 
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" the times of the Apoſtles, profeſſed the ſame Dodrine which 


is now taught in the Church of Rome : whereas it ſhall be prov- 
ed,that the Dodtrine of the modern Church of Rome had not a 
beeing the firſt ſix hundred years after Chriſt ; that it had ſome 
notable beginning ,about that time when Bonitacius 3d. was made 

/ fir univerſal Biſhop, and encreaſed afterwards, as the power of 
the Biſhop of Rome encreaſed, the one following the other , as the 
motion of the Sea follows the Moon ;, that many of the moſt [ub- 
ſtantial points of the modern Roman Faith, were never generally 
eſtabliſhed, before the cape-ſtone of the Popes power was laid at 
the Councils of Florence and Trent, at which two Councils any 
Tenets were eſtabliſhed, with an anathema, as Articles of Faith, 
believed to be ſo many paradoxes by the moſt learned men in the 
Church of Rome, who lived in thoſe times, who ſpared not to ex- 
claim againſt the fraudulent proceeding of the Pope, who carried 
all by plurality of woices in theſe two Councils: 1, By mulit- 
tude of Htalian Bilbors: 2, BY titular Brſhops, that is, Biſhops 
having imaginary Titles in the Eaſt,as Jeruſalem, Antioch, gc, 
Which Biſhops he created purpoſely , that by the number of their 
voices, and of the Italtan Biſhops , he might bear down in theſe 
two Councils, the voices of the Biſhops of Getmany, Spain aud 
France, 

The third Cheat in that mark of ſucceſſion is , that they 
make ignorants believe, that all thoſe Bilbops*, were lawtully 
elected : but it jhall be proved inthe followins Diſput , that 

} ſome were eleftel by Blood, others by Simony ; others by un-+ 
lawtul Stipulations , 2nd Pre-contracts to eſtabliſh Herefie in 
the Church, and to condemn the O thodox Do&rine as here- 
tical ; others of them by a paction with theDevil ; yea, it ſhall 

| be proved , by thr: moſt eminent Antiquaries of the Church of 

* Rome zf ſelf, that ſince Nicolaus ſecundus , who lived inthe 
eleventh Century , there has not been one Biſbop of Rome 


eledcd according to the Law of God , and Conſtitutions of 
E the 
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the primitive Church : and that their marner of elettion , at 
thes day , is ſo deteſtable, that none can hear of it without 
horror, - ; 

The fou th Cheat inthat mak of ſucceſſion is this , we have- 
redafted that ſucceſſion to a numbry of perſons , of n;1equal 
power, contrary Doctrine , unlawfully eleted ; now reſts a bare 
pe: ſonal ſucceſſion , i» which there is a notable Cheat alſo, be- 
cau(e they obtrude for the t» ue Succeſſor , perſons. that are not ca« 
pable , by their own principles , of the Funttion 1 as appears 
by three unan{werable reaſons : The firſt s, a woman was 
Pope for ſeveral years together ; and whereas Bellarmine and 
Baronius , affirms , it was 4 fiction; it is anſwered , ſince 
thoſe Hiſtorians who relate it for atruth , lived in t! oſe very 
times , in which it fell out , or at leaſt, wery near them, and” 
ſince thoſe who call it a fable , lived long after , and are but of 
yeafter-day , inreſpett of thoſe who affirm it to be of atruth, no 
judicious Reader needs to be puzled much, wbich party to believe z 
ſince thoſe who called it a truth , profeſſed themſelves to be 
a5-obedient Sons to the Church of Rome, as thoſe who call it « 
fable, 

The ſecond reaſon , againſt the continuity of that perſonal ſuc- 
ceftion , is this, the Chair of Rome hath been for ſeveral 
years empty » and without a Biſhop: and whereas they affirm, 
that the power then of the Biſhop, is in the Cardinals, ze 
ſhall be proved , by therr own Learned Antiquaries , that the 
modern power of thoſe Cardinals , mas a thing unkown to 
= Ancients ; . and.to be nothing elſe , but 4 new deviſed” 
Cheat, : 

The third reaſon , againſt that perſonal ſucceſſion , is this; 
it is known toall who are verſed in Hiſtory, that many Popes have 
been at one time , and the ſubtilleff Wits amongſt them could nt- 
ver yet decern, which was the true Succeflor? and which not ? one 
part of the Church adhering #0 the one, another tothe other, ane- 

ther 
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ther to the third Pope : As happened in the time of the Council 
of Conſtance , . anno, 1416, at which time there were three 
Popes, It is certain , one of them could be only the true Pope, 
and yet all.of them created Cardinals , ſome of which not only 
created other Popes afterwards , but alſo became Popes them- | 
ſelves : but thoſe Cardinals , who teceived orders trom the falſe 
Popes,are by their own Principles, incapable of electing Popes, 
much more ot being Popes themſelves, 1t muſt of neceſſity 
follow, that many Popes have been at innumerable times, ry; 
of Rome not lawful , which. quite deftroyes that perſonal ſuc- 
cefſion, They are preſſed with the ſame difficulty in the caſe of 
Simony z 1t is granted by themſelves,that many Biſhops of Rome 
have obtained that Chair by Simony : 1t rs granted alſo by 
them, that thoſe are not lawful Popes, that thoſe ordained by 
them are incapable of Orders, 1t is confeſſed by them alſo, 
that ſeveral Popes obtaining the Chair by Simony , have created 
Cardinals which eleted other Popes, and ſome of them al- 
ſo became Popes themſelves, which quite deſtroyeth that un- 
Interrupted p*rſonal ſucceflion, as they cannot deny, And this 
wuch of that firſt mark of the true Church, pretended by the Ro- 
gnaxiſts , to prove the Church of Rome to be the true Church, 
viz, (ucceſſion of Biſhops, 

The ſecond mark is Antiquity, of which they brag very much, 
but have wery little reaſon, Cicero, lib, 2, de Orator. relates 
8 Paſſage between Craſſus , that famous Orator , and one Silus, 
who accuſed another perſon before the Senate , for uttering [ome 
dangerous expreſsions , Craſlus defends him thus , It may be, 
faith he, that he ſpake theſe words in pyſſion, Silus granted 
it might be: Craflus argeth the ſecond trme, It may be you un» 
derſtood not what he ſaid, Silus ſeemed not averſe to that ne- 
ther : Craſſus goeth on the third time, It may be, [art he, that 

eaffiim, that ye heard him utter theſe ſpecches , where's ye 
keard no tuch thingat all : ar which Silus was confounded and 
E 2 replyed 
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lyed nothing at all.then all the company fell a langhing, Thoſe 
pu) us of raſſus againſt Silus , may fi:ly be urged -ainſt our 
Adver|avies of the church of Rome, braggine »f 16+ leſt imon 
nies of Antiquity, that 1s, of Councils ard Fathers, Hu firſt 
inſtance was, that the perſon acenjed by *1\us, perhaps was in paſ- 


ſion,but it is known, and ſhall be proved, that thoſe of the Church 


of Rome are ſeconded by no teſtimonies of Antiquity at all , but 
either they are of B ſhops of Rome themſelves , or elſe of their 
Aatrerers, But Aneas Silvius ( afterwards Pope himſelf, un- 
der the name of P.us 24,) in his Commentaries upon the Coun- 
cil of Baſile, hath theſe following —_—_— againſt ſuch teſti 
monies; his words are , Nec conſiderant miſeri quz rantopere 
jaQant ve:ba, aut ipſorum ſummo:nm pontificum ſunt fimbrias 
ſuas extendentium, aut eorum qul iis aculabantur, that is, 
Neither do theſe miſerable men conſider , that thoſe teſtimo. 
nies of which they brag, are either of Biſhops of Rome them- 
ſelves, enlarging their own Authority; ot: elſe ot thoſe who 
zre their flattere!rs, Now to the application ,, C rafſlus reaſoned, 
that a teſtimony ſpoken in paſsion , ſhould not br regarded , but 
who will deny thoſe teſtimonies of Biſhops ot Rome, and of their 
vowed flayiſh flitterers, to be ſpoken in paſſion, to be partial, and 
to merit no credit ? 

Craſſus ſecond inſtance was, that perhaps Silns did not nnder- 
and what the other ſaid : This us alſo fitly applyed to thoſe of 
the Church of Rome for, knowin? that thoſe partial teſtima- 
nics would not =o the turn, they flye to rantablick Gloſfles of 
teſtimonies of the Ancients, we:rying themſelves and their 
Readers , by their verbolity , in ſuch Gloſſes, though new'y [o 
ſtrained and wrefted againſt the meaning of the Author, as 
ſhall be proved to any capacity , in the leaſt meaſure capable 0 
reaſon: and in effrtt , all the ſhelter they have in Antiquity, 
& either in wiltully wreſting the Fathers , or elſe in their 
ftrained Allegories , as ſball be 'mage manifeſt in its own place, 
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* part, 4, lib, 2,” jt4 , and almoſt through the whole Trea+ 


tz}e, 

Fs third inſtance of Craſſus, againſt Silus , was falſe wit- 
neſſing : that this may be applyed , to our Adverjaries , ſhall be 
proved alſo, that is , when thoſe teſtimonies of Popes and their 
Fathers, and thoſe perverted and wreſted teſtimonies of others, 
will not ſerve the turn, they uſe a twofold cheat, in falſe witne(- 
» fiing; The firſt is , they have corrupted , by authority of the 
Pope , allthe Writings of the Ancients , taking out what made 
againſt them, The Lancet is, by putting in , andiorg- 
ing, what in effefF , was never in the writings of the Anct- 
ents, 4s [hall be unanſmerably proved in the following Diſput : 
yea, it ſhall appear , part, 4 lib, 2, #hat thoſe forged teſti- 
monies being removed , the primitive F thers , in the firſt 
ſix Centuries after Chriſt, proteſſed no other DoQrine, then 
the Dodrine now proteſſed by the Proteſtants , eſpecially by 
the Church of England ; which i the ſame Religion, with 
that of the firſt four-general Councils ; both in Dottrine and 
. Diſcipline, inthe eſtimation of Giegortus Magnus Biſhop of 
Rome , of little leſſe authority then the Scripture it ſelf, one 
thing is not to be omitted , they objet? the Proteſtants ſpeak- 
ing unreverently of Antiquity, which is a notorious untruth, 
mn Jeet themſelves ( when neither wreſting talſly , tranſlat» 
ing , adding and paring, andright-down forging teſtimonies 
of Antiquity will ſerve the turn) ſpeak moſt unreverently of the 
Ancients taxing Auguſtinus, Hiezonymus,the ſecond and fourth 
general Councils, and conſequently , all the firft eight general 
"Councils \. ( ſince in the particulars challenged by them, 
they all agreed ) of ignorance , madneſle-; herefie , tor- 
gery. | 

The third mark i vniverſality z which © al! one with anti- 
quity univerſality is twofold , firſt of time, that is ,, the 

DoQrine of the Modein Chu:ch of Rowe was receivedat all 

times 
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times by the Church, © The ſecond is , of place, that is, it 
was embraced in all places : but the Antiquity of their Dodt- 
rine being related , univerſality talls with it, and likewayes vi- 
ſibility; for if we prove , that the Dodtrine of the Modern 
Church of Rome (' 11 as far as it contradifs that of Prote- 
ftants ) is deviſed , and broached by degrees , ſince the begin- 
ning of the ſeventh Century 5 queſtionleſs, it was not vi- 
file in the firſt ſx, Antiquity alſo , bring refuted , their 
fifth mark, intallibility alſo falls with it : for queſtionlels, if 
the Dodrine of the Modern Church of Rome , be contrary 
to the Do&rine of the Primitive Church in the fiiſt ſix Cen- 
ruries, they cannot have the brow to affirm , that their 
Modern Church of Rome is intall/ble, ſince in lo affirming, 
they will declare all the Ancients , that is , Fathers and gene- 
neral Councils, in the firſt ſix hnndred years after Chriſt , to 
be Hereticks, However , it is moſt ſtrange impudence in 
them co pretend intallibility in their Church , which ſome place 
in general Councils , others in the Biſhop of Rome , in Ca- 
thedra : which ever of the two they affirm , they are entang- 
led. It the firſt ? in it appears that of Late , their general Conn- 
cils hath condemned one another of Hereſte , as the Conncil 
of Florence, the Councils of Bafil an41 Conſtance , and the 
Council of Baſil,that 0! Florence: If they aFi-m in the laſt? | viz, 
that the Pope hath Intallibility in Cathedra ) they are alſo 
entangled, for it ſhall be proved, part, 3 lib, 2, that many Popes 
in Cathedra have declared other Popes teaching in Cathe- 
dra to be Hereticks : but none but a mad man , or an Impoſtor 
will affirm , that the intallibility of Popes in Cathedra , can 
conſiſt with ſuch proceedings, 

The "hoy mark is Unity » of which they brag Very much, 
but with as little reaſon , as they did brag of Antiquity, They 
reaſon very prettily thus : We ot the i hurch ot Rome ( fay 
they ) agree amongſt our ſelves , in all ſabſtantial points of 


Faith - 


* 7 


4 


di 
© 
- 57 


"Pap ſts,/»me Anabapr.ſts, ſome Qui 
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Faith: whereas they who are not of our Church, do not ſo; 
ſome of them being Calviniſts, ſome Lutherians, ſome Ana- 
baptiſts, ſome 9vakers, lome this, {ome that : whence ir ap- 
pears (ſay they) that our Church is the true Church, 

But this [ophiſm is wer y eaſily retorted : we may as eaſily rea- 


ſon thus , We, whom ye call Calviniſts, are at unity amongſt 


our ſelves, in ſub, antial points, ( there 35 no diſcord amongſt as, 


'but in theſe two particulars, the firſt s, anent Church-govern- 
ment, ot the Divine right of Biſhops z the ſecond is in that 


point , of defenſive Atmes againſt Kings , both which diffe- 


 rences, eſpecially the laſt , are in a far higher ſtrain amongſt your 


ſelvss, as ye cannot without impudence deny) But ye who are out 
of our Church, do not a:res amongſt your ſelves, ſome of you are 

ave, &c, Ergo, we arethe 
true Church, 

Secondly,to omit ſuch fooiſhrcaſoning,there is not greater diſcord 
in hell = is amongſt thoſe of theChurch of Rome,in points moſt 
ſubſtantial, and upon which,as hinges, the whole edifice of their 
Dotdrine doth depend, It would be prolix to enumerat all their 
diſcords , we will only mention ſome fon , the reſt we ſhall proſe- 
eute throuzh the whole body. of this Treatiſe : And firſt, they 
generally brag of the Antiquity of their Do@rine, that it was 
from the beginning : but it [ba be proved, by teſtimony of their 
own Pottors, that moſt of their ſubſtantial Tenets, which they 
hold contrary to Proteſtants, are (0 many innovations ; ſuch as 
adding of Apocrypha Books to the Scripture , number ot $a- 


- craments, Tranſubſtantiation, Purgatory, Inculgences, and all 


thoſe ſteps of the Popes Supremacy , after anno, 604, Tea, 
it ſhall be proved by ſome of their greateſt Antiquaries , that the - 


- Biſhop of Rome was not acknowledged univerſal Biſhop by the 


Church, in the firſt ſix Centuries ;, and that Cyprian and Au- 
guſtive, 2nd many other of the Ancients, died out of communion 
with the Church of Rome , and yet are placed in their Calanders : 
amongſt the Saints, Like- 
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Likewayes , the whole body of the Popiſb Religion depends up- 
——— of the Biſhop of Rome, a again upon re 
premacy of Peter , it again upon his inſticution , carriage and 
teſtimonies of Fathers, Let us hear how they agree in thoſe 
three, 


And firſt, his inſtitution is founded upon three paſſages of 
Scripture, Mat, 16,18, Thou art Peter, and upon this Rock 
will I build my Church. The ſecond is, verſe 19, And I will 


give unto thee the keys of the kjngdam of heaven. The 
thirdis, Joh, 21,15,16, 17, Feed my - :ep,teed my lambs, 


But Cardinal Cuſanus, lb, 2, concord, Cathpl, cap. 13, expreſly 
affirmes , that in all thoſe three places , nothing was given in 
peculiar to Peter , which was not given to all the Apoſtles, 
which he alſo proves by the teſtimony of Hieronymus, 

2, The main Baſis of the Popes ſupremacy , is in the expoſe- 
tion of theſe words, Tu es Petrus, wiz, Thar Peter is the 
Rock upon which the Church is buile, Pighius ayd Baronius 
and others affirm , that all are ignorants, hereticks, mad men, 
whoacqu:eſced not in this expoſition, That Petey is the Rock : 
But it ſhall be pr oved,in the firſt ſix _ ol the fi ſt Book,not 
only by innumerable teſtimonies of Popiſh Dottors, but alſo of a 
great many Popes themſelves, that x0: Peter, but the thing con- 
feſſed by Peter is the Rock, viz, Chriſt himſelf, 

3. Another Baſis of the Popiſh Reltgion is , that Peter had 
his juriſdiftion immediatly from C brif » and the-o her Apoſttes 
theirs from Peter ( Bellarmine and others affirms, that if this be 
not granted, the ſupremacy of Peter cannot be defended, and con+ 

ſequently the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome , and rhe whole 
body of the Popiſh Religion fills with it). But Franciſcus de 
vict vr12 ( affirmed by Canus to be the ableſt D:wine of Spain) 
exſibilats this diſtinftion of Peters immedir juri{di&tion , and 
refutes the gloſs on Cyprian, de unitate Eccleliz , fo exponing 


a paſſage in Cyprian , from which they gather this drſtintion, 


proving 
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roving by the teſtimonies of Cyprian himſelf ( in that very 
oi — vr by ee which is —_— by theChurch 
of Rome ) that Cyprian in theſe words , expreſly d:ſputs 
againſt that immediar Juriſdiction of Peter , and mediat of the 
other Apoſiles , and affirms , that all the Apoſtles had, 
not only their order , but alſo their Juriſdiction immediatly 
from Chriſt, 

4. They prove the Supremacy of Peter, by his carriage and 
prerogatives : but Salmero the Feſuit , expreſly affirms , that 
nothing can be gathered from the carriage of Peter , to prove 
him cecumenick Biſhop, but much to the contrary 3 Tea , the 
Council of baſil it ſelf pronounced, that the Legats of the Pope 
had no right of preſiding in general Councils, becauſe it could 
neither be proved by Scripture , nor Antiquity , that 
Fay Peter preſided in any Council, or at that of Feruſa- 
em, 

5. They brag much of Cyprian , that he is for the Supre« 
macy of Peter , and alſo Auguſtin and other Fathers + but 
Barronius himſelf confeſſeth , that both Cyprian , and Augu- 
'ſtine, dried ont of communion with, the Church of Rome, for re« 
fiſting her encroaching upon the Churches of Atrick, that is, for 
"admitting of Appellations , from Atrick to Rome : for doing of 
which , Bonitacius Secundus Biſhop of Rome affirms , that 
Aurelius, and Auguſtinus were ſeduced by the Devil , and yet 
both of them are placed in theRomanCallender as Saints:and not- 
withſtanding all their braggings of Cyprian, ( let one ſpeak for 
all ſaith Barronius , in time moſt ancient , in learning moſt 
excellent, in martyrdom moſt glorious , for the Supremacy 
of the B:ſhop of Rome ) yer Stapleton the Feſuit , expreſly 
affirms , that Cyprian in that /ubjeF, utitur verbis errantium, 
& mire hereticorum cauſz patrocinari videtur, And Bellar- 
mine himſelf confeſſeth . that we do not read , that ever Cyprian 

Was reconciled to the Church of Rome , after his refiſtingof 
; F Stepha- 
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lations from Africa, : | : 
And this much of their concord , and unity , in that Cate 
dinal queſtion, of the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome : which 
falling , Bellarmine ( as we ſaid) grants, that the whole body 
of the Popiſh Religion falls with it , comparing it , without the 
Supremacy of the Biſhop of, Rome , 10a houſe without a founda- 
tions 4 man when his head i ſtricken off , to ſtar-light without 
the Sun, Wecould in pow their diſcord, in many of their moſt 
ſubſtantial Tenets , what queſtion is of greater importaxce, then 
that of Tranſubſtantiation? 7t i the general opinion of the 
Dottors of the Church of Rome , that it was imbraced as an Ar- 
ticle of Faith from the beginning , and yet thoſe two great Po- 
piſh DeFors, Scotus and Bonaventur , expreſly maintain , that 
Tranſubſtantiation was never believed as an Article of Faith, 
before the Council of Lateray, anno, 1225, Tea, Scotus 
expreſly affirms , were it not for the authority of that Council, 
he would not believe it himſelf, it hath ſolittle ground in Scr ip- 
ture, and Antiquity, The main ground of which prodigious 
Article , is thaſe words of our Saviour , Hoc eſt corpus meum, 
and other expreſſions of bis , John 6, But it ſhall be proved, 
part 4, lib, 2, by the teſtimonies of many Popiſh Dodtorg, 
that nothing can be gathered from either place , ys proving of 
it, It were too prolix in this Preface, to mention all the contra- 
ditions of the Dottors of the Church of Rome , in their moſt 
ſubſtantial Tenets : Your Lordſhips may read them at large, in 
the following Treatiſe , almoſt through the whole body of it , but 
moſt expreſly , part 4, lib. 2, where your Lordſhips will not 
only find Doors contradifting Doors , bur alſo Popes ac- 
cuſing Councils, Councils accuſing Popes, Councils accuſins 
Councils, Popes in Cathedra, taxing Popes in Cathedra, of He- 
refies , Madnefle , Ignorance, And this much of the ſixth 


mark 
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mark of the Church of Rome, by which they pretend it is prov 

ed , to be the true Church, viz, Unity, | 
The ſeventh mark is Saints z they objefF to the Proteſtants, 
that they lean too much on Chriſt , truſting nothing to their 
owr m:rits z which occaſions ſo much prophanenefle amongſt 
them: but we ( [aythey ) the Church of Rome, are adotned 
with innumerable Saints , ſtirrea up to holineſs, becauſe 
works ate meritorious in the fight of God : quis tulerit gra- 
chos,de [editione quarentes* Let ws retex this mark of Saints, 
that we may ſee os reaſon they have tobragof it : And firſt, 
they cannot brag of the Sanity of their Clergy ; — the 
exclamations of al Ages, againſt the corruption of the Cler+ 
gy of the Church of Rome , when they got a little breathing 
trom perſecution z we need not mention the complaints, not 
only of the Ancients , but alſo of modern Popiſh Doftors , againſt 
the corruptions of the Clergy of Rome, Cyprian began the com- 
plaint in his time , when the Church was yet under perſecution : 
But when the Emperours became Chriſtians, the Clergy, by their 
beneficence, became rich, Hieronymus in his time , thirteen 
hundred years ago , was ſo irritated by the vicious lives of the 
Roman Clergy, that ( Damaſus Biſhop of Rome dying , to whom 
he was Secretary) he left Rome, and went to Paleſtina , to live 
as a Monk, comparing Rome to Babylon, and the ſeat of the 
Whore, Ammianus Marcellinus , ( inthe opinion of Baro- 
nius 4 Pagan ) declaimed bitterly againſt the viciouſneſſe of the 
Roman Glergy : It were tedious to mention , the complaints of 
theſe of the firſt ſix Centuries , againſt the viciouſneſs of the 
Roman Clergy , as of Bafilius Magnus , Nazianzenus , Sul- 
pitius , Sevetus and others : as the greatneſſe of the Biſhop of 
Rome 7» power encreaſed , not only corruption in Dottrine , but 
alſo in manners,encreaſedwith it; And after the Biſhop of Rome 
was made univerſal Biſbop , nothing could be added tothe wick- 
edneſs of the Clergy, The complaints of Bernardus , Picus, 
F 2 Meran- 
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Merandula , are notorious , andinnumerable others, The cor: 
ruptions of the Clergy moved them , not onely to call Rome Ba. 
bylon, but alſo conſequently,and not obſcurely, the Biſhop of Rome 
Antichriſt : and yet both of them profeſſed themſelves , obedi- 
ent Sons to the Church of Rome, In a word , ſince the times 
of Cyprian, no brave man lived in any Age unto this dey , who 
did not complain of the corruption of the Roman Clergy : and ſo 
heir Clergy cannot be their Saints, 

Secondly , if they have little reaſon to brag of their Clergy , 
they have far leſſe reaſon , to brag of the ſanRity of their 
Popes : Baronius, Platina, and Onuphrius , ##gennonſly con- 
fefſe, that the World never produced ſuch Monſters for mur- 
therers, Impoyſoners, Adulterers, Symoniacks, Witches,yea, 
and Hereticks: who but a mad man will affirm, that ſuch per- 
ſons cannot erre teaching the Church? Surely Pighius was out of 
his witts , teaching that a Pope could not be an Heretick; 
and Bellarmine no leſs , for calling that opinion of Pighius, a Pl- 
ous opinion : their feaver now is turned to a Phrenſie : the Au- 
thor of that Book entituled Cardinaliſmo ( conſcious to all the 
Caball of the Roman Clergy ) affirms , that now they berin 
toteach at Rome, that a Pope cannot bea reprobat ; which at 
laſt will turn toan Article of Faith, as well as infallibility, 

Byt becauſe corruption of lives of the C lergy , doth not of ne« 
ceſ[sity infer a falſe Church : We do not affirm , that the wicked: 
neſs of their Clergy , or their Popes , proves them Idolaters in 
Dofrinez we only affirm , that they have no reaſon to brag of 
either of them, as Saints, to prove the Church of Rome to be 
the true Church, And although they were ſo, it is no infallible 
mark for it may be affirmed , that the holyeſt of th:m all comes 
ſhort of Novarus, Donatus, and other ancient Hereticks, or of 
Tertullian; whey he was a Montaniſt, ye only ask of them, 


where thoſe Saints are to be found, of which they brag ſo much, 
if they be neither their Clerg | 


Y , z0r their Popes ? They will 
anſwer, 
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'# anſwer , they mean thoſe perſons canonized by the Pope, and 
placed in their Calander, But we reply, they cheat egregiouſly ; 
firſt, it is reported of a certain mad-man in Athens , who imagi- 

+ ned, that all the Ships which came into the Harbour were his 
. own; ſo they,when they hear of any promiſes made tothe Church, 

. +they imagine,they are all made to the modern Church of Rome, 

and when they hear of any Saints and Martyrs, they believe, they 

»all proteſled the Doctrine of the Church of Rowe, 7n reaſon 
they can brag of no Saints,but thoſe who lived after the beginning 

of the ſeventh Century, the Saints of the firſt ſix Centuries were 
not of their Church at all : for, it ſhall be proved, part 4, lib, 2, 
that the Saints, Fathers and — of the firſt ſix Centuries 
condemn all the Tenets of the Church of Rome, ( of any moment 
which they hold contrary to Proteſtants) as heretical, andarein 
right down terms Proteſtants : yea, #t ſhall be proved, by teſti- 

. monies of their own Dodtors , that many of theſe moſt eminent 
Saints, died excommunicated by the Church of Rome, {or re» 
fiſting the pride of that Church, as Saint Polycarpus, and all 
the Biſhops of Alia in the time of Victor, anno, 195, Saint 
Cyprian , and all the Churches of Atrick in the time of Stepha- 
nus Biſbop / Rome, about anno, 256, Saint Aurelius and 
Saint Auguſtine, and all the Biſhops of Atrick , in the times of 
Sozimus, Bonitacius and Celeſtinus Biſhops of Rome, in the 
beginnine of the fifth Age. 

Secondly,as for thoſe Saints, ſince the beginning of the ſeventh 
Century,it is anſwered firſt, that albeit the Clergy of Rome call 
them Saints, yet they thought the (aid Clergy no Saints , /uch 
as Saint Bernard and others , who moſt bitterly inveigh againſt 
the corruption of the Roman Church , Saint Bernard expreſly 
calls Rome a den of theeves, and Babylon, wentionea by Jon 
inthe Apocalyps, 2, How many of theſe modern Saints hawe 
been proved cheats? It ſhall be proved , by teſtimonies of their 
own Doctors, patt 3,lib, 2, that the Pepe hath no power to ca- 
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nonize Saints, and that the moſt part of their Saints are vile 
Impoſtors, deviſed by Prieſts to cheat the ignorant people of . 
their money, and to make them offer oblations at their ſhrines, 
It were prolix in this Preface to inſert the particulars , but that 
Impoſtur of Saints, in many examples , ſhall be made unanſwe- 
rably appear , part 4, lib, 2, And this much of Saints , the ſe- 
venth mark of the Roman Church, 

The laſt mark is Miracles, the Scripture informs us, that 
Antichriſt ſhall deceive all the world by falſe miracles : 1 
ſhall be proved likewayes, patt 4. lib, 2. by the teſtimony of the 
moſt learned Popiſh Dottors , that Miracles are no true marks 
of the true Church in theſe laſt times, but rather marks of 
the Antichriſtian Church, +, It ſhall be proved by the teſti- 
monies of the ſame men, that moſt ot the late miracles pretend- 
ed by the Church of Rome,and the moſt notable ones, are meer 
Impoſturs, which we ſpall _— in the forementioned place, 
And whereas they objeFt , we have no miracles in our Church, it 
is falſe, our Dottrine was confirmed, by the miracles performed, 
by Chriſt and his Apoſtles , neither need we any other miracles, 
ſince we profeſs the ſame Doftrine, And this much of thoſe 
marks of the true Church, pretended by the Mannual of Contro- 
verſies to prove, that the Church ot Rome was (ſuch ; to refute 
which,is my firſt [cope and intention in this following Diſput, 

The ſecond ſcope of the ſaid Manual of Controverhes was, 
to perſwade the Proſelyts of this Nation, that it was not the 
Dodrine of the Church of Rome, that the Pope had power to 
depole Kings, either Popiſh or Proteſtant, but only ot ſome 
particular perſons , whom they called the Popes flatterers : and 
therefore, my ſecond intention is to prove, that the ſaid Author is 
either ignorant in the Principles of his own Religion, or elſe he 
75 like Father Cotton the Feſuit , who beins demanded, if he 
believed the Pope had power to depoſe K ings* anſwered, He did 
not believe it in France , but it he were at Rome he would. 
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"Nv That this King-depoſing doftrine,is the DoQtine of the Church 
> of Rome, is proved by three reaſons, which will puzle the ſaid 


Author wery ſore to anſwer, | 
: The firſt is this , innumerable Books are printed , aſſerting ſo 


much (the names of the Authors ſhall be cited afterwards ) 
ome of which Books are dedicated to Cardinals, ſome to the Pope 
pans if, but thoſe Books are authorized ( by thoſe who have an- 
thority from the Pope to prove Books before they go to the Preſs) 
ith an Imprimatur and a Declaration, that they contain no- 
thing contrary to the Catholick Doctrine : But , who but 4 
mad man, or an Impoſtor, will affirm, that any Dodrine con» 
form to the Doctrine of the Church of Rome,ls not the Doct« 
rine of the Church of Rome? This is the Dodtrine of the 
Church of the whole Canoniſts unanimouſly maintained by them, 
and moſt of the Theologues , viz, that the Pope has dire& 
power in Temporals, or is dire Monarch of the whole world, 
Some Theologues indeed,as Bellarmine and others ,maintain,that 
the power ot the Pope is only indire&, inordine ad (piritua- 
lia, as when a King 1s an Herttick , or otherwayes encroacheth 
wpon the Liberties of the Church; or when he aſſumes any thin 
to himſelf which the Pope ſayes belongs ts him : but this Dot? 
rineis exſibilated now at Rome, as heretical z and Bellarmine 
himſel{ is taxed by Carerius of h:reſie, for maintaining , that 
the Pope hath no direct power in temporals, Tea, Sixtus 5th, 
with much ado, was hindered trom burning theſe Books of zel- 
larmine de pontifice Romano, for denying that dire power 
of the Pope in temporals , albeit Bellarmine in the ſaid Books 
gives _ to the Pope \ndiretly , or in order to ſpirituals, ro 
depole Kings, to abſolve their SubjeQts from all fidelity to 


them, and that their Subjects are oblieged at the Popes com» 
. mand,to riſe up in Arms againſt them, and conſequently to bil 
them : but Bellarmines opinion is now thought too little , of the 
Popes power z, all the Theologues now , are for the duet domi- 
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the Pope in temporals, And this much of the fir 
nn — one dr this King-depoling Doctrine is the Do- 
\p rine of the Church of Rome, | 
| The ſecond reaſon is this,That is the Doarine of the Charch 
of Rome, what is aſſerted by the Pope in Cathedra, or teach+ 
ing the whole Chyrch - bur the Pope in Cathedra , aſſumes | 
that power of depoſing of Kings unto himſelt , as appears by F 
his Bulls , as that of Gregory the ſeventh , againſt Henry the } 
fourth Emperor z, that of Alexander the third, againſt the Em- 
ror Frederick: that of Bonitacius the eighth, azainſt Philip K ng 
of France : that of Paulus the third, againſt Henry the cight 
King of England : that of Paulus the fourth , againſt Sw 
Elizabeth : that of Sixtus the fifth, azainſt Henry the third and 
Henty the fourth Kings of France , inwhich Bulls they e xpreſly 
=_ , that Kings reign by them, and that power is given 
them trom God to eſtabl.ſh, plant, build, root our, caſt down, 
transfer Kingdoms at their pleaſure, The tenors of thoſe Bulls, 
( too prolix to be inſerted here ) ſhall be particularly mentioned 
and [et down , part 4. lib, 1, Andthis much of the ſecond 
reaſon , that itis the Dotrine of the Church of Rome, that the 
Pope has power to depoſe Kings, 

The thirdreaſon is this; the Popes have procured that power 
to be conferred on them , by general Councils : as in the Coun- 
cil of Lateran, »nder Innocent third; the At of which Couns 
cil , is foundin Bzovius , anno, 1215, parag, 3, and alſo in 
Binius and Crab, in their Colle&ion of Councils. 2t is found 

\ Fil likewayes in Baronius ad annum , 1102, numb. 1,2,5, andal- 

4 ſo ad annum, 1116, aumb, 5, ard alſo adannum, 1119, Like- 
wayes in the Council of Trent , Seſl, 25. Canon, 19, 7t is 

ordained,that the Popes have power to depoſe any Dominum fun- 

di, or Proprietar of any Land where a Duel is fought; iz 

\ - OI which Canon , power of depoſing Kings tacitly, 
Why + tlally is attributed to the Pope, The Council 


and conſequen- 
thought it not fit, 


in 


\ 
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in expreſs terms, to affirm, that the Pope had power ts deprive 
aKing ot his propeity in that caſe; and therefore, they made 
the Canon in general termes, comprehending a King under Do- 
minus fundi, or Proprietar ix general, That this is the true 
meaning of that Canon, appears, becauſe by reaſon of it mainly, 
the Kingdom of France did not acknowledge the Council of 
Trent, Andihus we have proved, by three unanſwerable rea- 


® ſons , that it is the Dodtrine of the Church of Rome, that the 
| Pope hath power to depoſe Kings z to which may be added a 


fourth, which is this, which is ſo evident , that it takes away af 
doubt, 

The Pope hath innumerable times put that power in practice: 
the firſt Fope we read attempted it, was Pope Conſtantine ag4inſf 
Philippicus Emperor of Conſtantinople , becauſe the ſard Phi- 
lippicus cauſed pull down the Images of the Fathers of the ſixth 
general Council, {commonly called Tru'larum) which were 
Placed in the Temple of St, Sophia - but Pope Conſtantine did 
only bark,his Succeſsors Gregoly .d, and Gregory 3d, did bite, 
for the ſame reaſon of the Images , ſtirring up the Lombards 


- againſt the Emperor, and bereaved them of the Exarchat of 


Ravenna ; ## which broils, the Emperors Governour at Rome 
being killed , the Biſhops of Rome got the Dutchy of Rome 
tothemſelyes: and when the Lombards ( as we [aid before) de- 
manded that Tribute of them which they were accuſtomed to pay, 


; for theſe Territories , to the Emperors of Conſtantinople they 
+ called in the French, agair ſt the Lombards, and in recompence of 
, their ſervices, authorized their General Pipin, K ing of France, 
(ſhutting up the righteous King, the laſt of the race of the Me- 


rovingians, in 4 Monaſtery) ard afterwards they made Carolus 


; Magnus , Soy of the ſaid bipin, Emperor of the Weſt , which 


Carolus Magnus made appear, that alihcugh he loved the trea- 
ſon of thoſe B:ſheps of Rome to therr Maſters, Li: ve- Lords, 
Benetactors and \. reatois , the Emperors 01 Conſt 19/19 0ple, 
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(by whoſe —_— they were made Univerſal Biſhops) yet 


he hated the Traitors, as we ſhewed before, making them his Yaſ+ 
ſals both in Spirituals and Temporals , leſt they ſhould play ſuch 
tricks to him and his Succeſſors, as they had done tothe Emperors 
of Conſtantinople, 

We read no more of the temporal uſurpations of the Bilhop of 
Rome, before Gregory 7th, when (the race of Carolus Mage 
nus being extinit) the Empire was tranſlated to the Germans, 
What extremities the [aid Gregory 7th. did put the Emperour 
Henty 4th, to, i notorions, In (um, he was forced to reg 
the Empire to his Son Henry 5th, (the Imperial Ornaments be- 
ing violently plucked from him by the Biſhops of Mentz and 
Culen, his own Creatures) which Son of his agreed little better 
with Paſchalis Brſhop of Rome - after which time, it was the 
continual prattices of the Biſhops of Rome, to depoſe Kings 
and Emperors,and to ſtir up their Subjects to Rebellion againſt 
them ; as appears by thoſe paſſages of Alexinder, 3, with the 
Emperor Frederick ; of Bomitace 8th, with Philip, le Bell, 
King of France : of Julius 2, with the Kino of Navarre : of 
Sixtus 5th, with Hen y 3, and 4, Kines of France : of Paul 3, 
with Henry 8, and Paul 4 with 9Quren Eliztberh of Eng» 
land, The Stories of theſe two Hcenries of France is moſt [4- 
mentable, 

And thus we have proved , that it is both the Doftrine and the 
Praftice of the Church of Rome, that the Biſhop of Rome hath 
power to depoſe Kings, to ablolve their Subjects trom fidelity 
towards them, to compell them ro Arms againſt chem, and 
conſequently to kill them , an1 to acknowledge any tor their 
lawtul Prince, whom the Biſhop of Rome ſhall appoint : How 
this power of the Popes can conſiſt with Kinzly Government , let 
the Kings of the earth themſelves conſid'ry, They make one ob- 


jeftion y't , that it is not the Doftrine of the Church of Rome 
that the Pope hath power to depoſe Ki! 


ings, By the an{wer of 
which 
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which objettion will appear , that encreaſe of Popery in 4 Prote- 
ſtant State, tends to the utter deſtruttion both of King and Sub* 
jet, and inconſiſtent with both, The objeftion is this, 

It is not the Dodtrine of the Church of France , ſay they , that 
the Pope has power to depoſe Kings , being rejetted both by its 
Dottrine , and by its Prattice ; ſince many of the Clergy of 
France, hath writen azainſt that Dottrine , and Books defend- 
ing that Opinion , ( ſuch as that of Matiana the Spaniſ 
Jeſuit , and others) have been burnt by publick Autho- 
THY. 

"Bi this objettion is anſwered by a twofold diſtinfion ; firſ 
of Times, ſecondly of Cauſes wherefore * ings ought to be de- 
poled? As for T 'mes when the Kings of France arelow , or 
high , in the laſt caſe , the Clerey of France , ever partt- 
ed their King againſt the Pope , excommunicating them , and 
depoſing them : as appears , by the paſdages of Philip le 
Bell , with Fonifacius z and of Lewis 12th, with Julius ſe- 
cond Biſhop of Rome, In the firſt Caſe , when the Kings of 


' France are lew , the C lergy of France , ever Partied the Pope, 


excommunicating and depoſing their Kings ; as appears , by the 
paſſages of Henry 3d, and 4th, Kings of F:ance,withSixtus5 th, Bi- 
ſhop of Rome, 1t i notorious, that the Univerſity of Paris , con- 
firmed by a decree, the Bulls of the ſaid Sixtns 5th, againſt the 
ſaid two Henries Kings of France, in which Bulls they were 
declared uncapable of the Crown of France , all French men 
were abſolved from alledgeance to them, and the greateft part 
of France roſe up in armes againſt them, to dethr one them, beg- 
ang of the Pope , that he would name them a King , and they 
would acknowledge him for their lawful Prince, And this much 
of the diſlinfion of Times, 

The ſecond diſtinition is of Cauſes , wherefore Kings ſhould 
be depoſed * although in other cauſes ( beſides Hereſie) the Sub- 
Jed of France were not ſo unanimous for the Pope againſt their 
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Kings yet incaſe of Hereſie, that is, if their King were a Pro<. 
teſtant both the Clergy and 1he Laity of France, unanimouſly at 
the Popes command , renunced: alleageance to their King : And 
firſt for the Clergy, in an Aſf-mbly of States or Pwrliament, 
Cardinal Perron, their Speaker commiſs1onat from them as theiy 
mouth, in an Oration to the third Eſtate, affirmed, That it had 
ever been the Dofrine of the Clergy of France , that true 
French men ought noalledge.nce to heretical Kings, excom- 
municated and depoſed by the Pope, As for the Laity, it « 
notorious, that aſter the murther of Henry 3, they threatned to 
abandon Henry 4th his Succeſſor becauſe he was excommunicat- 
ed and depoſed by the Pope z which forced him ( expetti;g ng 
ſecurity otherwayes) to chenge his Religion, 

And thus we have proved , that it is the unanimous Doftrine 
of the Church of Rome , that Popiſh Subjects owe no fidelity 
toa Proteſtant King z which occaſioned that ſaying of that in- 
comparable Biſhop Mortoun, viz, That a loyal popiſh Subs» 
je ina Proteſtant State,was a white Ethiopian: which 7 4o not 
mention, calling in queſtton the Loyalty of the 21rmniſts of this 
Nation, or the neighbour Nations of England 22d Treland , ma» 
ny of them are known to be petſons ot Honour , and as loyal 
Subjects as the King hath : 7 only mention thoſe things, tolet 
them ſee how they are abuſed by the Popiſh Emiſſaries of theſe 
three Nations , who knowing them to be loyal Subjects to the 
King, ſeing it would bt a great difficulty to train them in their 
ſnares, and keep them in them once catched, if they told them all 

the verity, To train them on, they make them believe in the 
beginning, that it is not the Doctrine ot the Church of Rome, 
that the Pope hath/power togdepoſe Proteſtant Kings, (much 
le{s others ) - but only a caumny of Proteſtants, tracucing 


the Popiſh Religion : but afterwards , having by degrees con- 


firmed them in the Popiſh Religion , they would not. fail to ders 
ſwade them, to cut the throats of all the Countrey- men, - 
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* fleelike ſo many mad-dogs upon the Kings face; to pull him 
from his Throne; 4s appears by the conſtant praffice of the 
Church of Rome againſt all Proteſtants in general , and againſt 
Proteſtant Kings in particular : which pradtice is ſo notorious, 

' that he who denyes it,is ether a mad man, woid of common ſenſe, 
«pr elſe a.noto:.11 18 Impoſtor, 
* And firſt, that it 1s the Dodtrine of the Church of Rome, 

2 affirming it meritorious, to deſt: oy Proteſtants by open cruelty 

* and pe! fic y - appears by the conſtant carriage of the laid Church 

towards Proteſtants, ſince the Reformation: What ſort of cruelty 
. or perfidy have they not attempted ? Death without tortare was 
thought clemency, burning of them in heaps alive in houſes, 
might be attributed to 4 popular fury , but Ut is notorious, that 

» multitudes 4 them were burnt alive in fires , of all Sexes and 

' Qualities, by the ſentences of the Fudges x, and when they could 

'do no good by open fo: ce, they deſtroyed them by rn pro- 
Qicucion of the publick Faith, and when they had \done , made 
publick Proceſfrons of Foy, Bonefires, and ſuch like, as if they 
had deſerved Paradiſe by ſuch meritorious works , maintainin 
Jhis maxime as #7queſtionable, that no publick Faith ſhould be 
regarded or obſer ved towards Hereticks, That this is truth 
appears by the proceedings of the Council of Conſtance , with 
John Huſfle, a»d Hierom of Prague, which two were burned 
alive, notwithſtanding they had the ſafe condutt of the Empe- 
ror Sigiſmuncus, 1t appears alſo, by thoſe maſſacres of Patis, . 
and other parts of France,where,by the publick Faith, they train- 
ed them all to one place , 'and then p*rfidionſly maſſacred them, to 
the horror of ſcveral learned Romaniſts , who in their Hiſtories, 
detceft (uch perfidy, ſuch as Thuanus and others + and when they 

+ had done,” tanquam re bene geſta triumpharunt j rhey were con» 

gratu/ated by the Pope , who cauſed Bonefires and publick Proceſ= 
ſion« to be mage at Rome, for the happy ſucceſs of ſuch 8 glorioas 
atchicument, 

Theſe 
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Theſe things are notorious, ſo that the Popiſh emiſſaries them- 
ſelves , have neither the brow to deny them , nor the confidence 
to defend them: But they uſe another ſhift , viz. That the 
Church of Rome hath given over that practice now, be- 
ing reſolved no more to follow thoſe courſes » as they did 
in the beginning , prompted to them , by their too wiolent 
zeal, 

But it is anſwered , they are greatly miſtaken, for now in 
France , and Germany , and other places , they prattiſe not 
ſuch cruelties , becauſe they dare not , but where they have pow- 
e&r , and thinks they may doit without any hazard ; they mate 
it appear , that they believe , it is a meritorious work , to de- 
ſtroy and extirpat all Proteſtants , by any cruelty , or perfi- 
dy imaginable : as appears of late , nit only abroad , by the 
proceeding of the Duke of Savoy, at the Popes Inſtigation, 
againſt theſe of the Vallies of Piemont , by which innume- 
rable perſons , were deſtroyed by ſuch cruelty and perfidy , as 
the like hath not been recorded in any Hiſtory , which are dis 
cribed at large , in a great Volum , publiſned by an eye wits 
neſie of them: But alſo at home ;, what cruelties were exerciſe 
edin Ireland , none needs to be informed ? And this much of the 
Inclinations of the Church of Rome , to Proteſtants in ge- 
eral, 

What good-will they have to Proteſtant Kings , they are blind 
who ſees not ? All Proteſtants are excommunicate at thei; Fu- 
bileesz, butit is a meritorious work , to kill an excommuni- 
cated ap » though he be a King , when Henry the 34, and 
Henry the 4th," Kings of France , 


were excommunicated by 


the Pope Sixtus 5th, the firſt of them was murthered by 4 
Mok, for which, Ponefires were madt'in Patis, ( that of the 
Popes Nuntio being ſo great, that it endangered the neigh- 
bours: houſes ) mutual congratulations paſſed between thoſe of 
the League , andthe Conſiſtory at Rome, Pope Sixtus the 5th, 


triumphes 
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triumphs in the Conſiſtory 5 as appears by his 7 age Publiſh- 
ed by the means of Mr, Warmingtoun, Chaplin to Cardi- 
nal +{en an Engliſh Cardinal, The friends and relations 
of the murtherer of the King , are enriched by contributions, 
the Eflrgy of the Aſſaſiin was carried in proceſſions , and with 
wuch ado , his Canonization tor a Sa'nt was ſtopped as 
Rome; thatis, many ſtrove to have him enrolled , as a de- 

T ſervin perſon , that he might be after Canonized in due time : 
7 Who Freth not , that all this was done , to encourage all to kill 
* any King excommunicated and depoſed by the Pope z and 
” in particular , Henry 4th, King of Fraxce, (ucceſlor to Hex- 
ry 3d, Neither did the event , deceive their expettation , for 
a little after , one Chaſtel intending to murther him , wound- 
+ ed him in his own Chamber in the month , there being none in 
* the Room beſide , but onely an other Nobleman ; which he pers 
formed ſo ſubtilly , that neither the King , nor the Nobleman: 

| perceived him in the Aftion: till at liſt the Noble man, for 
his own 1\indication, catched him by the arm, affirming , that. 
either he or himſelt had wounded the King , and it was fic, 
_ they were both arreſted, till it were known , which of them 
two it was? There were other itlnumerable attempts of aſſaſ- 
fines prompt in by the Feſuits , upon the life of the ſaid Henry 
4th, which were [othick, that they could not all miſcairy , and 
ſo at laſt, hewas ſtobbed in the heart in his Coach by Ravillac, 
That this was not unpleaſant tothe Pope , appears , becauſe a 
-little after, the arreſt ot the Parliament of Paris againſt © hg+ 
fel ( v-ho attempting ro murther the King, wounded him ) was: 

publickly cenſured at Rome, as unjuſt, 
And this much of France, we have many examples at home, 


that the Bigots of the Popiſh Religion, think it a meritorious work, 


( encouraged by their Confeſſors ) to attempt upon the lives of 
Proteſtant Princes , excommunicated and d:poſed by the Pope : 
We have many inſtances in Queen Elizabeth , who all her life+ 
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time was wexed by the doubled and re-doubled attempts to muy- 
der her , and when the malefadtors were apprebended;, they were 
ſo for from acknowledging their fault , that they gloried in it, 
<f/ it was no fin, but meritorious, to kill an excommyu- 
icated Tyrant , neither were they oblieged to acknowledge, 
for their lawiul Prince , thoſe who were excommunicated by 
the Pope, King James alſo was wery near having a ſhare in 
thoſe popiſh Pradtices, in the Powder- plot, if it had not been 
diſcovered by a miraculous providence : Valentia and other Fe- 
ſuits abroad, were not aſhamed (tacitly and conſequentially) to 
defend it ;, that is , they maintained openly in their Writinss, 
that thoſe who violat the Oath of Supremacy and Alledge- 
ance, were not perjured, becauſe.chat Oath was never obliga- 
tory, Our preſent Emiſſaries per ſwades their Proſelyts, that the 
ſaid Powder-piot was but a fittion, deviſed by Secretary Cecil, 
to make the popiſh Religion odious ;, by which it appears , of 
what metta! thoſe men are, And this much of my ſecond ſcope, 
Viz, to prove iz this work,that it was the DoFrine of the Church 
of Rome, that the Pope had power to depole Kings, and 
popiſh Subjets ought no alledgeance to a Proteſtant Prince ; 
and that encreaſe of Popery conld not conſiſt in a Proteſtant State, 
with the ſafety of either King or SubjefF : and who affirm the 
contrary,are either deceivers themſ:lves,or deceived by others, 
My Lords and Gentlemen, 7 have repreſented unto your 
Lordſbips, the excellency of the $ub ef which I preſent unto you, 
what method I obſerve init © what is my ſcope in it 2 now it re- 
mains to jhow unto your Lordſhips, how I an(wer ,as I can, to what 
i objefted againſt me © And firit, ſome perhaps will affirm that 
T am malus Patronus bonz Caulz , or that I do not a'ſput this 
great Controverſie ſo to the purpoſe , as the importance of it re- 
quires : But I anſwer , whether 1 4, ſþut well or badly, I d (ervt 
aeither the praiſe nor the b'ame, ſince I orly drſÞ ut ut as the gre at- 
eſt Spirits of both ſides have done before me, When a Clerk 


minuts 
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= minnts the diſÞut of Pleaders before a Fudgt, his part is to doit 

" 1h faithfully, which if he perform, he cannot in reaſon be blamed, 
although the reaſons hinc inde, be never fo weak, or not perſwa- 

five, otherwayes , he is guilty of forgery, 1 play the part of 4 
Clerk,not of a Fudge, whichif I do unfaithfully , let any put 

+ metoit, either in privat or in publick , and if I do not vindicat 

7 my ſelf, I deſerve the charadter of an Impoſtor, 1t is trne in- 

* deed,that I mention ſome teſtimonies of Fathers, which I did nov 

#4 ſee in the Originals, but there is not one of theſe teſtimonies, 

* but Ican inſtrutt,that they are cited by popiſh Authors themſelves, 

* orif they benot, I can inſtrutt by the Originals, that they are 
> falſly cited by the ſaids popiſh Anthors, that is , that they are ei- 

= ther falſly tranſlated out of the Greek ( as I inftance in [everal 
6 paſſages , cited by our Adver (aries from the verſions of Chriſto» 
4 pherſon and Trapezuntius) or elſe they are mutilated , that is, 
=: relling that part of the Tale which makes for them, and (up- 

© preſſing that which makes againſt them - or elſe they are for- 
ged, and that the Fathers affirm no ſuch thing as they pretend, 

of their mutilating of teſtimonies , I will only inſtance two par- 
ficulars,or three at moſt : The firſt is, Ambroſius affirms, We 

uſe to follow the Church of Rome in all things z Bellarmine 
with great pomp concludes , that from theſe words, Ambroſius 

- aſſerts neceſſir communion with the Church of Rome: but he 

- for:ets totell, what Ambroſius ſayes immediatly af er,viz, quia 
© ramen nos homincs ſumus fi quid alibi re@:us, hoc obſerva- 
* mus, hat is, albeit we uſe to follow the Church of Rome (ir 
> being the prime Church) yet, it elſewherewe find any thing 
\ more Orthodox, fince we are men endued with reaſon, we ue 


ET 


to follow that, The truth is, Ambroſius in that plare is cx* 

"* preſly diſputing azainſt neceſſar communion with the Church 
ot Rome, ( as ſhall appear part 2, lib, 1,) concer* 14g 4 cer- 
tain ceremony in Baptiſm, Likeway:s , Gregotius Mygnus 7s 
cited by Bellaimine, to prove that Peter was ordain:d _— 

. H 0 
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of the Church, becauſe he affirms, that the care of the whole 
Church was committed to him, in which he p/ayes the ſophi- 
ſter egregiouſly, ſuppreſſing what immedlatly followeth, viz, Pe- 
trus tamen non eat univeiſalis Apoſtolas, Petey was not uni- 
yerſal Apoſtle nevertheleſs, The truth is, Gregot ius is ex« 
preſly diſputing in that | paſſage , againſt any Monarch of the 
Church , calling that Title (act ilegious and blaſphemous , and 
amon? (t other reaſons, he hath this for one, it any had reaſon to 
be called Monarch of the Church or cecumenick B ſhop, ir 
was Peter , becauſe the, care of the whole Church was com- 
mitted to him z but notwithſtanding of that, he was not cecu- 
menick B ſhop, or univerſal Bilhop, or Apoſtle, Tour Lord- 
ſhips will fiad many inſtances of that kind, dizperſed through the 
following Treatiſe, and alſ» their talle tranſlations : yea, they do 
a6t produce one teſt;mony ( except either of Biſhops ot Rome, 
or their flatterers, which ſort of teſtimonies are rejetted by 
A-neas Siiv.us, afterwards Pope himſelf, as meriting no credit} 
but either it is mutilated in the foreſaid manner , or falſly tranſs 
lated or forged, 

It may be objefted ſecondly againſt me , that my Stile is rude; 
But I anſwer , a key of Iron, it it open the door with tacility, 
1s to be preterred to one of Gold, which doth it with difficulty, 
The $4 the moſt part is Dogmatick , in which Rhets- 
rick is rather hurtful then profitable, the ſtrained Khetorich of 
the Fathers hath ſet us all by the ears tozether, Moſt of the flor 
ter which our Adver|[aries have in the Writings of the Fathers, 
IS in their too high ſtrained Allegories , as will be proved by an 
induttion of all thoſe Controverſits we have with the C hurch of 
Rome. Ie will grve an inſtance or two 1n this Preface, of which 
your Lordſhips will find innumerable, diſperſed through the whole 
Diſþut, eſpecially part 4, lib,'2, where the newnels of the pre- 
ſent popuſh Religion is expreſly diſputed, 


Firſt, 


4 
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Firſt , to prove neceſſar communion with the Church of 


* Rome , or the infallibility of the particular Church of Rome, 


Bellarmine cites Cyprian, affirming , that Perfidy can have 


no acceſſe to that Church: mhich expreſſion of his , is found 
in an Epiſtle of his , written to Coinel:us 5iſhop of Rome, 


- That this is onely Rhetorick , anda Complement , appears 


'by innumerable other Epiſtles of Cyprian , in which he taxeth 


Stephanus 8:ſhop of Rome , ard the particular Church of 


# Rome , of Iznorance, Arrogancy, ard Patronizing of He- 


o 


only Rhetorick, is notorious , for two reaſons : 


reticks s yea it is notorious , and confeſſed by our Adver- 
aries , that he died out of communion wit" the Church of 
Rome ; and yet ( as we ſaid ) he is a Saint in the Roman 
Callaiider. 

Secondly , Bellarmine and others , produce many teſtimo- 
nies of the Fathers, to prove the Supremacy of Peter , becauſe 
they call im Head and Prince of the Apoſtles , that this rs 
firſt, it ſhall be 


proved , that th:ſe wery Fathers expreſly affirm , and prove, 


[that Peter had no Supremacy over the Church , or other 
Apoſtles: 


but that all the CY poſtles were of alike Fellows 
ſhp, Dignty , and Power with hm, 2, Becauſe theſe we- 
ry Fathers , complement others alſo , with the ſame title of 
Head an | Prince , as they do Paul and James , yea , Chry- 
ſoſtom ( then whom none calls Peter oftner Head and Prince ) 


, expreſly affi ms , Paul was in every thing equal to Peter ; avd 


--— " @4 


—— 


when he had ſo ſayed , he adds , nedicam amplius , which is 
as much as to ſay , that in his opinion , Paul was to be pre- 
teriec to Peter. 3, To prove Tranſubſtintiation , they hri; 


m:ny teſtimonies of the Futhers , fuch as theſe , This Bread 
which you ſee , is not common Bread , but the F'cth of 
Chriſt , this Wine which you ſee , is not ordinar Wine, 
but the Blood of Chriſt , 1h:t theſe ex!reſſions are oncly ſtrain+ 
ed Allegories , appears, by the teſtimonies of the ſame Fa- 

H thers, 
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thers , eſpecially of Ambrofius , who ſpeaking of the Water in 
Bapriſm , #ſcth the ſame phraſe of ſpeaking ," viz, that Wa- 
ter which ye behold , is not ord:nar Water , but the Blood of 
Chriſt; but our Adverſaries do not affirm , that the Water in 

Baptiſm i eranſubſtanriar into the blood of Chriſt, Another 

reaſon is unanſwerable , that thoſe expreſſ10ns are only Allego« 

ries, vis, Thoſe very Fathrrs, eſpectally Ambrofius, expreſly 

affirm, that . an the conſecr1tion, the Bread keeps ſtill the na- 

ture of Bread, and the W:ne of Wine; many of which ex- 

preſſions are now taken out by the Indices expurgatorii , in all the 
new printed Copies of the Fathers , by the Popes authority, con+ 

trary tothe Faith, not only of all the 014 Manuſcripts, but alſo of 
the printed Copies, before anno, 1564, at which time , that 
famous Printer Manatius gelded all the Fathers , ( which he 
doth not diſſemble himſelf) at the command of Paulus 4th, Bi- 
ſhop of Rome, 

My Lords and Gentlemen, Thus 7 have repreſented unto 
you, the excellency of the Subjei# of which I treat ,, 2, What 
method I obſerve init * 3, What is my ſcopein it * 4. How I 
anſwer, as I can, all what is objeted againſt me * if any have 
more to object, I intreat them to put me toit, andif 1 cannot con« 
wvince them by an Apology, I ſhall ingenuouſly conf-ſs my fault, 
either in privat or in publick, No more , but w:|hing every one 
of you in your ſtations , to be ſerviceable to God, your King and 
Country , and ſteadable to your own Families and Relations, 1 
reſt according to my power, ready to do you ſervice, 
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Of the Biſboprick of Peter. 
CHAP I. 


That the cheat of the Modern Roman Faith is diſcovered by theſe 

"= three Paſſages of Scripture, By which they endeavor ro prove 
: the Inſtitution of Peters Monarchy, 

RACES T was proved in the Preface, that the truth or 

| [0 falſhood of the Modern Roman Faith depended 

| [dy pon that ofthe Supremacy of the Biſhop of 

Ws 


Rome + whiclyis the true reaſon, why the braveſt 
1 ſpirits of both ſides 1uſh together with ſuch ani- 
—molity inthis conteſt : the one to aſſert it, the other to aſſault 

oF v it : both parties pretending a Reaſon, Councils, Fa- 


4 


thers 
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thers; andeach party upbraiding other with wreſting of Scrip. 
ture, Sophiſtry, perverting, and forging teſtimonies of Anti- 
quiry. When 1 conſidercd theſe high and mutual refleQions 
of thoſe not only learned , but pious men of both ſides (as 
cannot be denyed ) curioſity moved me to ſtudy the Contelt, 
that I might perceive. (if I could) which Party was toblame ; 
and when I had ſo done, Lreſolved to minut the Diſpur, as 
a Clerk doth thoſe pleadings before a Judge ; omitting Gram. 
maticiſms , Criticiſms , and Rhetorical digreſſions , I only 
mention the moſt ſubſtantial Arguments , and anſwers, Hinc 
inde, doing what 1 could for the benefit of Perſons of Ho- 
nor of both Religions, (to whom | am many ways ingaged' 
whoſe condition, and abilities or Jeaſure requires rather to 
catch the Partridge inthe neſt in a compendious Treatiſe, then 
to hunt her in the Woods, Ficlds, and Mountains of vaſt and 
volumnious Authors,though never ſo lcarned. It any affirm that 
I play not the Clerk taichfully in minuting this Niſput , ler 
him put meto it, either in privat, or publick : and if IL donor 
vindicate my ſelf, let mebe eſteemed an Impoſtor and infa. 
mous for forgery : and leſt any think I-cheat incitations, [ am 
able to juſtify, that I make uſe of go but thoſe which 
are acknowledged by both ſides: where the Diſpur is, about 
the true meaning of the words, and (which not ſeldom {a1ls 
out) whether the teſtimonyjbe forged or not 2 

The whole Diſput conſiſts inthe examination of thoſe three 
Queſtions, 

I. Whether the Apoſtle Peter was ordained by our Savior 
Viſible Head of the Church underhimſelf, or ſubordinat Mo- 
#arch of the Church ? J 


2. Ifatthecommandof Chriſt,the ſaid Apoſtle Peter fixed 
the ſcar of his particular Biſboprick at Rome s Let 


3- If rhe Biſhop of Rome by Divine inſtitution ſucc 
Peter, in the Monarchy of che Church e ON 


I. 


3 
” 


Book 11 Ofthe Biſboprick of Peter. 3 
It the affirmitives of thoſe three queſtions be true, without 


all queſtion, Communion with the Church of Rome is neceſſar 
unto Salvation , and the Religion of Proteſtants & a new 


b rung-up Hereſie: But if any one of thoſe three Affirmatives be 


{alſe (much more all three) it is as certain , that the Faith of 


*Frhe Modern Roman Church is an idolatrous and heretical 


Y 4 _ 
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novelty : none-can ſucceed to Peter in the Monarchy of the 
Church , it Peter was not himſelf Monarch of the Church : 
Neither canthe Biſhop of Rome ſucceed to Peter inthe Monara 
chy of the Church , albeit Peter were Monarch of the Church 
himſelf, except Peter werealſo Biſhop of Rome. Again, al- 
beit Perer had been both Monarch of the Church, and Biſhop 
of Rome, it doth not follow that the Biſhop of Rome ſucceeded 
ro Peter by Divine inſtitution in the Monarchy of the Church; 
unleſs it be made out otherwiſe by Scripture , or unque- 
ſtionable Antiquity. Calvin, lib. 4. Inſt. cap. 6. num. $, 
rightly obſerves, that Peter might have had ſome extraordi. 


= nary priviledge in his own perſon , to which none lucceeded 


after him. | 
The firſt two queſtions, or Biſboprick of Peter are diſputed 
inthis firſt Book, the third queſtion in the following Books. 
The Monarchy of Peter, or his univerſal Biſboprick is diſpu- 


XX tcd unto chap. 22, his particular Biſhoprick of 1 me, from 


thence tothe end. His Monarchy is diſputed three*vays, Firſt, 
from his inſtizution, unto chap. 15. Secondly, from his pre. 
rogatives and carriage, unto chap. 19: Thirdly , by t:ſtimo- 
nics of Fathers, fro'n thence to j ch 22. 

His inſtitution again is aſſerted unto chap. 11. and aſſaulted 
from thence unto chap. 15. His inſtitution is aſſerted by three 
teſtinonics of Scripture and aſſaulted by as many. T he three rc- 
{timonics by which it is aſſerted; are firſt, Mar. 16. 18. Thow 
art Peter, and uponthis Rock Iwill build my Church. The (cc0.'d 


i:, Matthew 16,19, And I will give nntOtbee the keys of the 
A 2 kinzdom 


ſhal be bound in Heaven: and whatſoever tho ſhalt [poſe upon 
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Kingdom of Heaven, and whatſoever thou ſhalt bind upon Earth 


Earth, ſhal be looſed in Heaven, The third paſſ1ge is, Fohn 21, | 
15,16, 17. Feed my Lambs, Fred my Sheep. Thoſe three recſti- 
monies are the main Foundation of the faith of the Roman 
Church, 11 Peter b2 not ordained Monarch of the Church in 
thoſe three teſtimonies, he is ordained Monarch of the Church 
no where : andif he be ordained Monarch of the Church 
no where, the Biſhop of Reme did not ſucceed to him in the 
Monarchy of the Church : and if the Biſhop of Rome did not 
ſucceed to him in the Monarchy of the Church, the faith of __? 
the Modern Roman Church is a cheat, communion with itis (0 © 
far from being neceſſar unto Salyarion , that Salyationcann0t 
conſiſt withirt (we ſpeak not of Gods ſecret providence) ord 
narily .This ſort of reaſoning is approved by Bellarmin himſelt | 
inthe preface of his diſput de Pont, Rom. where he calls that 
controverſic of the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome,a debate 
de ſummi rei Chriſtiane; that is, whether Chriſtianity can ſub- 
fiſt ornot £ By Chriſtianity, or Chriſtian Faith, or Chriſtian Re- 
lizion,no queſtion he means the doQtrin of the Modern Church 
of Rome : and fince in that expreſſion he grants, that it :cannot 
fubſiſt without the Supremacy of the Biſho of Rome, he mult | 
of neceſſity grant, that the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rom! 
(having no ground in Scripture or Antiquity) the Dotriae of 
the Modern Church of Rome is warrantableby neither : which 
is further confirmed, becauſe in the ſame place he affirms, that 
the Chriſtian Faith without the Supremacy of the Biſhop ©! 
Rome, Is like a houſe without 4 foundation, a body without & head, 
Moon- ſhine without the San: whichis as much to ſay, as with- 
our the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, the doRirne of the 
Modern Church of Rome, is nothing at all; ſince it is notoriors 
th2t a houſe witho 


i:nout a foundation, a budy without a head, 
Mo0n-light without the Sun, are things impoſſible. 


, 


Since . 


Booki. Of the Biſhoprick of Peter. 5 
Since it is {o then, if the Ancients, Fathers and Councils did 

2 not b-licvethar Peter was ordained Monarch of the Church in 
VZthoſerhree fore-mentioned paſlages of Scripture z queſtionleſs 
*Eithey did not believe the Supremacy of che Biſhop of Rome,and 
Ff they didnort believe the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, 
followerh of neceffiry that they did not bzlieve any necefſar 
communion with the Church of Rome, notwitſtanding all the 
braggings of our adyerſariest9 the contrair, boaſting that the 
FEwholc current of Antiquity is forthem. Whether their aſſer- 
ZFtion be true or nor, will appear by the following enquiry * 
Fiz, What were the opinions ofthe Ancients concerning thoſe 
hree paſſages of Scripture pretended by our adverſaries for 
the inſtitution of Perers Monarchy 2 By which enquiry will 
appear alſo by infallible conſequence, what opinion the Anci- 
ts had ofneceſſar communion with the Church of Rome £ So 
t may be affirmed that the examination of thoſe three paſſages 
4 acompendious diſput of the whole controverſies, which we 
WFhave with the Church of Romy, 


CHAP. IT: 
Tues Petrus, Diſputed by Scripture and Reaſon. 


m—_= | He fi. ſt paſſagethen, proving the inſtitution of Peter 
io to be Monarch of the Church, is from Mat, 16. 18. 
Thou art Peter, and upon this Rock I will build my Church. This 
isthe place in which our Adverſaries have moſt confidence, [t 
may be (afely ſaid, that if Peter be not ordained Monarchof 
the Church in thoſe words, he is no where elſe, If any would 
# yet have a more compendious Diſput of the controverſies, it 
7 Ito be found inthis paſſage alone  Forifin the opinion of - 
Antiquity, Peter was not ordained Monarch of the Church, 
or promiſed to be ordained Monarch of the Church in 
this paſſage z queſtionleſs, they neither believed the Supre- 


macy . 
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macy of Peter, nor of the Buſbop of Rome, nor neceſſar commu- 
nion with the Church ot Rome ſince the laſt ewo (as weſaid) 
depend uponthe firſt : and therefore we will cxamine this pal. 
ſage the moreacuratly. Firſt, by Scripture and Reaſon. Next, 
( becauſe they brag ſo much of Antiquity ) by teſtimonies of 
Councils and Fathers. In the laſt place, ( becauſe they brag 
ſo much of Unity) by Popes, and Popiſh Doors, Of which 
in Otdcr. 
Onr CAdverſaries reaſon thus, 

He who is the Rock upon which the Churcl1 is built, is 
Viſeble head of the Church , or 0ecumenick Biſbop, But Peter 
is the Rock or Foundation upon which the Church is built, 
as appcars by the _ of our Savior , Thou art Peter, and 
upon this Rock 1will build my Church. Ergo, Petcr & Oecume- 
nick Biſhop. 

Bur it is anſwered: Firſt, Ttis falſe that the Church is built 
upon Peter as a Rock. Secondly, Although our Savior 
had called Peter the Rock, it doth nor follow that he ordained 
him 0ecumenick Biſhop, as ſhal be proved, cap. 6, 

That Petey is not the Rock, we will diſpur : Firſt, By Scrip- 
tureand Reaſon, Secondly, by Councils and Fathers. Third- 
ly , by Popes and Popiſh Doors. And firſt by Scripture, 
1. Cor. 3, 11. For other Foundation can no man lay, then that is 
laid, which & Jeſus Chriſt : by which it appears that Chriſt 


is only the Rock upon which the Church is built, and not 
geter, 


Bellarmin anſwers, That Chriſt is only the Primary Forn- 


dation, but Peter is the Secondary Foundation. If this were 
not the meaning of Paul, he would contradict himſelt, Epheſ. 
2.20. And are built upon the Foundation of the. Apoſtles and 
Prophets , Jeſus Chriſt himſelf being the chief Corner. ſtone. 
Where, ſaith he, ychave that di !in&tion of Primary and Secon- 
dary Foundations : Chriſt is called the Corner-Fone, or chief 


Foundations 


Bookr, Of the Biſhoprick of Peter, 7 
foundations; the Prophets and Apoſtles are ſecondary founda. 
$1005, 
Butit is replyed: Firſt, That Be/ſarmin cannot apply his di- 
| ſtinRion of ſecondary foundatien to Peter alone by this paſſage, 
® ſincethe Apoſtle expreſly affi:ms, That all the Prophets and A+ 
© poſtles are Bellarmins ſecondary foundations ; and corſequent- 
*$1y, they are all Oecumenick Bijbops, which Bellarmin will not 
I calily grant. 
Secondly , Bellarmin would have diſtinguiſhed far better 
foundations in proper and improper, Chriſt is properly the 
foundation of the Church the Prophets and Apoſtles ars im7- 
roper') or metonymically foundations ; Tis. they arecal- 
ed toundations, becauſe they preach Chriſt , or by reaſon of 
their Doctrine of Chriſt , who is the true foundation : So 
Ambroſins; Primaſius, Anſelmus, Lombardus, Cajetans, Lyra. 
ns, and the interlinear gloſs upon 1. Cor. 3. 11. Guillaudus in- 
"Meerprets after the ſame manner, andthe great School-man 7 af- 
Aquez , In ſecundam ſecunde, Diſput. 2:0, cap. 7. hath theſe 
words, Non Apoſtolos & Prophetas intelligit, ſed fidem illoruns 
Fab cis ſcilicet predicatam & annuntiatam : thatis, He calls not 
the Prophets and Apoſtles themſelves foundations, but only the 
_F faith which they preach, It is truethat Aquinas, following 
+ *Flomeof the Fathers, interprers the Apoſtles themſclves to be 
"foundations, but the meaning is all one, they mean improper 
oundations : and Thomas his gloſs rejected by Yaſque7 him: 
ſelf, whocomments upon him as we now ſaid. | 
Bellarmin objects ; Secondly, Apocalyps 21. 14+ And thewall 
of the City had twelve foundations, and in them the names of the 
S$:weloe Apoſtles of the. Lamb. Where, faith he, all the rwclye 
v3 poſtles arc mins 
* Butitisanſwered: Firſt, Although they were, yct it makes 
not much for Bellarmins purpoſe: for if all the twelve Apoſtles 


Wu *be ſecondary foundations , Peters being ſecondary A_ 


otn 
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doth not conclude him to be Occumenick Bifl.op , no more 
then it doth the reſt. 

Secondly, Ir is falſe that the twelve Apoſtles are called 
fcundations in that place : Fob» only athirms , that the names 
of the twelve Apoſtles were written upon the foundation of 
that new Jeruſalem, | ; 

Thirdly, Although both Haimeand[Lyranw interpret the 
Apoſtles to be foundarions, yer they givethe ſame gloſs which 
they gave upon 1 Cor. 3. 11. viz. Becauſe of the Doctrine 
which they preach: the words of Haimo are, Et inipſis fun- 
damentis , hoc eſt , infide Patriarcharum & Apoſtolorum noming 
duodecim Apoſtolorum. The words of Lyranus are, Dicuntar 
autem nomiaa Apoſtolorum in ipſis fundamentss (cripta , quis 
primo pablicirnnt fidem Chriſti predicando , & pro ipſa ma« 
riendo, The ſameis the explication of 4ret&s upoh this place 
of the Apocalyps, viz. The d4poſttes are called foundations, becauſe 
of their preaching Chriſt, anddying for him or the faith, 

Stapleton anſwers to that place of 1 Cor. 3. 11. (ome other 
wiſe then Bellarmin, making 2 diſtintion berween 4 and 
ire:y, aliud and alterum; Which cannot well be expreſſed in Eng- 
liſh, exceptye expreſsit thus, another and a different, Pant 
Caith he, affirmerh that there is not anther foundation but 
Chriſt ; but he doth not affirm that there is not a different * 
foundation from Chriſt : Which ewo he diſtinguiſheth ; be« 
cauſe Peter, ſaich h&z is not anather foundation from Chriſt, 
difering eſſentially ,' bur only « different foundation , that is, 

differing accidentally : Chriſt, faith he, is the principal foun- 
dation, Petey is the ſubordinat and miniſterial toundarion. 

But this ſubtilty of Stapleton is to no purpoſe: Firſt , be» 

cauſe the Greek word 4% anocber fignific ſometime things 
which differ only accidentally, as Mat. 4+ £47 dit; Ivo adwehs 
He ſaw two other Brethren 3 Mark ». yup v7T y yung w54 ay, Hs , 
bands was made whole 4s the other, Therefore its falſe that 4% 


ſig- $ 
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"_— CO - — _— 
» © 
= 


Book 1. -Of the Biſboprick of Peter. 9 


ſignifictira thing different by nature, but. ir , athing diffe- 
ng accidentally, | | ws ALES Bs 
// n—__— his diſtin&ion is refuted by the very textit ſelf: 
or after Paul ſaid , News pot alind fundamentum ponere, he 
Ids, preter id quod poſttum eft , quod eft Teſws Chriſlus, By 
*ZFphich words he expreſly excluds all other foundations beſide 
Chriſt, whether they differ in nature, or accidentally. 
Thirdly, in what ſenſe can Srapletoy affirm, that Chriſt and 
eter are foundations in the ſame ſpecifical nature , differing 
analy in accidentals, as Peter and Paw/two individoals ? For 
hriſt is properly a foundation upon which the Edifice of-rhe 
burch is built : Peter is only a foundation, becauſe he laid che 
undation on Chriſt. ,.Thele'two foundations have nothing 
but the name common, as Taurus the mountain, Taurw the con: 


: 
eB 


-*XKellation , and Taurus a bult. 


*&: Fourthly , Stapleton ſpeaks contradiftions ,. in affirming, 
*RKhar a ar foundation, and a ns ny; aundat pew 
"Me ſame ſpecifick nature , and differ only accigeatally as ww 
ndividuals; v. g. Peter 8& Paul : whichis all one as ye wou 
Hay, T he power ofa King, & that of his under-officer were the 
Fame z the ſame power in nature, differing only accidentally. 


*X - Fifthly , Stapleton contradicts himſelf inanother Pep $.for 
cly 


Fin his releions, controverl. 2, weſt; .11,4rt..1 cov . 
—Rexpreſly affirms thar Petey [3 Mo dv C006 FAD 
penere -quale Ghriſtus eſt in alis genere: which is diametrally 
Roppoſit to what he affirms here. Here he affirms Pecer is a fub« 
Wordinat and Miniſterial foundation, there he calls him; a pringi- 
pal foundation 2. hete he affirms the foundationof Chiig.aod 
W2ocer to be of the ſame nature ejuſdens ſpgs/t5 ; there he affirms 
Mthcy are of different natures, roto gan@ee. 11) hv hho 7, 5, 
> Laſtly, this diſtinRjon of Szaplerons is. againſt all Antiquity, 
paffirmingthat the meaoing.of the Apoſtle Hy 1 19-- 
 Foundaugns bur. Chrilt  alowe. PER anymes, Caf Ag 
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C omus, Oecumenius, Lyranus,S olus Chriſturuel fides ipſiug, 

of undamnn Chrift only, or the faith of Chriſt & the foun. 
{LP , 

And thus we have diſputed by Scripture, that Chriſt isthe 
only Rock or Foundation , and conſequently Peter cannot be 
the Rock on which Chriſt promiſeth robuild his Church, jn 
thoſe words, Ts es Petrus, &c, ED 

In thenextplaceit is proved by reaſon, One thing cannot be 
ſignified by a name, and its denominative : Petrs, or the Rock, 
isthename; Petrus, Peter or ſtony. is the denominative from 
that name, Ergo the Rock isnot Peter. 

Secondly, Petrus is of the maſculine gender, and of the ſecond 
perſon : Petra, or the Rock, is of the feminine gender, and third 
perſon. | | n 
d Bellarmin anſwers, Petra and Petrus are exprefled in the Sy- 
rian tongue, (in which our Savior ſpoke ) by the ſame word 
Cephas , which removes thoſe difficultics , fince our Savior 
ſpoke thoſe words in the Syria» tongue. 

lris replyed; firſt, it is falſethat Cephas, ſignifying a ſtone or 
Petram, and Cephas ſignifying ſtony or Petrum, are the ſame 
words in the Syrian tongue, becauſe Cephas, ſignifying a ſtone, 


is of the feminine gender ; as appears by the Syriack verſion, ho | 


' 1'Cof. nr, Mat.'22. Mark 16. 

Secondly," Matthew the Apoſtle himſelf queſtionleſs knew 
the meaning of Chriſt in theſe words, as well as Belarmin, Ba- 
ronius , Stapleton or Sandergs : but he in his Goſpel expreſly 
pres, Tui es Petrus, & ſuper hanc Petram edificabs Eccleſiam 
meam:' Butit Peter had been the Rock, Matthew would have 
rendred theſewords of Chriſt , Thou art the Rock, and wpon 
this Rock I will build my Church, 

Here's robeobſeryedthe impudence , if not blaſphemy, of 
Perrus de Bollo, aParifian Divine in his authentick probation 
ofche fartifice of the'Maſz, having theſe words, Scimwns yu 


: - 
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interpres Matthei Syri, Greeus & Latinns, non fit hoc loco optime 
de hat noſtr « fidei parte promeritus. Si enim dixiſſet , Et twes 
F Petra, ſuper hanc Petrans res fuiſſes multo clarior + cum Chri- 
"2 ſus, qui Sy riace-proeuldubio loquebalur , dixerit, Tues Petra, or 
© ſuper bh P etram 4dificabo Eccleſiam meam : We know that the 
> Greet and Latin |nterprecer of Matthew ( who wrote in the Sy- 
& riantongne) have not deſerved much of onr faith, for if he had 
rendred the words, Thou art the Rock , and upon this Rock 1 
- will build my Church , the thing had been more clear , ſince aſju- 
redly Chriſt ſpoke in the Syriaw , Thou art the Rock, and opon this 
Rock 1 will build my Church, Where he expreſly affirms ,/ thar 
Matthew the Evangeliſt ( or at leaſt his Greek Interpreter, ſince 
it is thought by ſome, thatthe Goſpel.of Alattbew:was writ- 
27 ten — in Syr4ack ) tranſlats the word of Chriſt unfaith- 
2 fully thus, Thou art Petey , and upon this Rock 1 will build my 
 Charch : whereas be ſhould have tranſlated them , Thow art the 
** Rock, axduponths Rock I will build my Church, Inafficming 
j which, he ſpeaks right-down blaſphemy , .if Matthew penned 
| his Goſpel in Greek himſelf : and although that tranſlationwere 
not of Matthew himſelf, but of ſomenther nevertheleſs he con» 
demns the whole primitive Church, and the ancient Churchof 
Rome among the reſt, forgpproving as authentick', a falſe in- 
terpretation info ſubſtantial a point. . That.the Greek verſion 
Hatthews Goſpel was held authentick by the Primitive 
Church, ſhal be demonſtrated, lib. 6, 

Thethird reaſon why Peter cannot betheRock; is this, The 
foundation, or rock upon which the Church militant and the 
Church triumphant are builr,are both one :'8 conſequently Pe- 
ter would be the foundation of the Church 'triumphane;, if be 

were the Rockuponlwhich the Church isbuile. And fincethe Bi- 
* ſhopof Romeſucceeds to Peter, as they all averr, the Biſhopof 
Rome is the foundation of the Church triumphant : which 
aſſertion. is ſo abſurd , that . no Chriſtian ears' can\ hear. it. 
without deteſtation, B 2 | Fi- 
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Finally , if Peter be the Rock upon which the Churchis 
built, it would tollow that Peter was Occumenick Biſhop, 
when Chriſt ſaid unto him , Tw es Perrus : The meaning of 
Chriſt, ſay they , is , T» es Petyws , or th0% art the Rock : and 
conſequently thou art Oecumenick Biſhop prelently : ſince our 
Savior doth not ſay unto him, Tw er# Petya,or thou ſhals be the 
Rock or Oecumenick Biſhop. Burt if Peter had becn the Rock, 
or Oecumenick Biſhopar thattime , the gates of hell would 
have prevailed againſt him ; which is expreſly againſt the pro» 
miſe of Chriſt, ſince Peter after that denied Chriſt thrice, And 
thus we have diſputed, Tx es Petrus, by reaſon. 


Stapleton endeavors to prove by ſeveral reaſons, that Peter is 


the Rock : which in effec arc the ſame reaſons , clothed with 
diverſity ofwords. The ſum of them is this, lt appears, ſaith 
he, by all the circumſtances, that ſome ſingular thing or other 
was givento Peter in thoſe words, for Peter anſwered only, 
Thou art the Son of the (living God, Secondly, Chriſt pro- 
nounced him bleſſed, Thirdly , Chriſt affirmed he had that 
ſecret only by revelation from God. Laſtly, Chriſt pronoun. 
ced thoſe words to himas a reward , Thos art Peter, and upon 
this Rock Twill build my Church. 

It is anſwered, It was a ſufficient-reward for Teter, that he 
was called Petres, from Petra, the Rack, which was Chriſt, Ic 
had becn to0 high areward for Peter, to obtain that which was 
properto Chriſt; this is the opinon of all the Fathers, as Hida + 
rius de Trivitate, Petrus, quia habebat ſocietatem fidri . cum 
Domino habuit etiam unitatem nominis Dominici : ut fieut 4 
Chrifto Chriſtianus dicitur, ita & Petri Chriſto , Petrus Apoſtols3 
vocaretur, Peter, becauſe be had ſociety of faith, withthe Lord 
hews called Peter from Petra, as 4 Chriſtian i called after 
Chriſt.. duguſtinus, Sermon, 13. De verbs Domini [ecundum 
Mattheum, Deinde addidit Et ego dicotibi:tanquamaiteret . Quia 
tu mibi dixiſti, Tues Chriftus Filins Det vivi, & ego pore i 
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Tu es Petrus, that is, Thou ſhalt be called Peter, becauſe ofthy 
confeſſing me to bethe 5on of God, Other teſtimonies might be 
heaped, but it is to no purpole, | 
Stapleton inſiſts, that itwas not the name only, which Peter 
got as a reward, but ſome thing beſide, proper to himtelt, vi7, 
tobe the Rock, upon which the Church is built : which he 
proves by theauthority of Chryſoſtom, whoſe words are cited 


© by him thus, Quoddam hic eſſe Filii donum proprium P etr o 44- 
ok 

* nim revelavit Petro Chriftum efſe Filiuem Det wivi  Filins tri- 
" buir Petro ut ſit Eccleſia Petra, that is, Some proper gift was 
-- given to Peter here by Chriſt, as the Father had given unto hins 
» ſuch agift : the Father revealed to Peter that — was the Son 


tum, ſicut P atris quoddam donnm erat erdem conceſſam © Pater e- 


of the lving God; So the Son gives unto Peter to be the Rack of 
the Church. | 

It is anſwered, Stapleton cites Chryſoftom falſly ; his words 
in the Original are, Ti ii, x iy% Sagu ou? drT4y rariy autSors 23 $ud 
Yy1Gges i7w 6, yo aur Sarw, 3) 1% ay, magzxaniru T3y waliga x, TH 017 Ui 
Tisd arias i wderti;, 4 Ti Jags 79 wry IC agdley did” yu on Siru, Ti Sifug 
tim pat ® 746 ive Tis Feonucs Tw ware! 2 that is, What & it and I will 
giveit tothee? a5 the Father gave unto thee to know me, ſo 1 will 
give unto thee. Neither ſaid he, I will ſk of my Father, although 
it was 4 great oftentatien of his power, and the greatneſs of 
the gift ineffable : Nevertheleſs, 1 will give uno 
thee, What wilt thou give, pray? the Keys of the Kingdom of * 
Heaven. 

By which it appears that Srapleton plays the Sophiſter thrice. 
Firſt in making Chryſoſtow afhrm, that ſome proper or pecu- 
liar thing was given to Peter, whereas Chryſoftom mentions no 
ſuch thing at ail, Secondly, he makes Chry[oſtom affirm. tha: 


the gift given tO Peter was to be the Rock upon which che 
Church is built; whereas Chryſoftom: faith no ſuchthing, af- 
frming only th 


at the gift given to Peter was the Keys of the 
Kingdom 
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Kingdom of Heaven : bur it ſhal be proved by the teſtimony 
of Chryſoſtos hiraſelf,chap.8. Thar the key $of the Kingdom of 
Heaven were giventoothers as well as to Peter, Thirdly, he 
negles the compariſon which Chryſoſtem makes, ( leaving out 
now where he addes before) vize As the Father gave anto thee 
'0 know meſo | give unto thee the keys of the Kingdom of beaven, 
The reaſon wherefore he negleAts the compariſon , 1s. evident, 
viz he was conſcious, that the knowlecge of Chriſt (the gif 
of the Father to Peter) was comm onto all the Apoſtles, and 
therc{orche feared the concluſion, v7, That the Keys of the 
Kingdom of Heaven ( the gift given by Chriſt to Peter) would 
be common to all the Apoſtles alſo. 

And thus much of Staplctons reaſons, proving Peter to be 
the Rock, Bellarmin reaſons thus, The pronoun hanc, thy, is 
referred to the words immediatly going before, Thou art Pe. 
ter, andtherefore our Savior by this Rock means Perer,. 

But it is anſwered, There is no neceſſity of referring the 
pronoun hanc, or ths, to the words immediatly going before, 
as _—_ by ſeveral places of Scripture, as A#- 3, 15, And 
killed the Prince of life, whom God hath raiſed from thedead, of 

whom we are witneſſes ; where thoſe words of. whom, arerefer- 
red to the Prince of life, and notunto God who is neareſt. 
Thatthe pronoun 4wnc orhimn, or thi, is of neceſsity referred 
to the words fatrher offand not to the neareſt, appears alſo 
by A, 2. 22, and 23, and 2. Theſſ, 2,moſt clearly v.8. 
And then ſhall that wicked owe be revealed whom the Lord ſhall 
conſume, whoſe comming is after the working of Satan, with all 
power and ſigns, and lying wonder; : obſerve , whoſe ecming 
is referred not to the Lord, which is neareſt , but to 
that wickedone further off. And thus we have diſputed all 


the reaſons of any moment pretended by either party in this 
queſtion, if Peter wasthe Rock ? 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. II. 
Tu cs Petrus, DiſÞuted by General Councils. 


Book 1. Of 


7 Ow let us Diſpute, T# es Petrws by antiquity, examining 
what was the meaning of the Ancients concerning theſe 
words, Thou art Peter, and wpon this Rock I will build my 
7 Church, They brag much of antiquity, viF. that the Coun- 
* cil of Chalcedon and all the Fathers interpret the Rock to 
be Peter. 
Bur ic is anſwered, They reſemble Bankrupts, who brag 

- they arericheſt when they are pooreſt, A paſlage (related 
by Cicero lib, 2. de oratore) between Silws and Craſſus, may 
be applycd to our adverſaries, Fieri poteſt, ut quod dixit iratus 
dixerit, Silus 4nnuit tum Craſſus, fieri poteſt ut quod dixit now 
intelligeres : his quoque Silus faſſus eſt, tum Craſſus fieri poteſt, 
wi non omnino audierss quod te audiſſe dicis : Silus tacuit, on 
nes riſerunt, This paſſage is moſt fitly applyed to our adver- 
ſaries, braggingof the teſtimonies of the Ancients, Councils 
and Fathers ; for they bring not one teſtimony but cither it 
merits no credit, or elſe itis wreſted and miſinterpreted, or elſe 
it is forged, as appears through the whole following Diſpur, 
What was the opinion ofthe Council of Chalcedon, & the other 
firſt ix general councils * We will examinein this chapter : 
the opinion of the Fathers'ſhal be examined 1n the following 
chapters, unto chap. 10. 

From the Council of Chalcedon they objet the third ation, 
where Peter is called, Petra & aide Eccleſi.e, the Rock upon 
which the Church is built, 
| But it is anſwered, firſt, Thoſe are not the words ofthe coun. 
ci, but only the words of Paſchaſinus, Lucentius, and Bonifa- 
ive , Legats to Leo Biſhop of Rome, giving their votes 2+ 
gainſt Dioſcorns of Alexandria: what regard ſhould be had 

to 
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to ſuchteſtimonics'? £nees Silvius (afterward Pope himſelf, 
under thename of Pivs ſecond) will inform you, comment 1, 
on the Council of Baſil : His words are, Nec conſiderant miſeri, 
quia que predicant tantopere verba, aut ip [ orum ſummorum Þ 0 
tificam ſun, (44s fimbrias extendentium, aut il/orum qui ets adu« 
labantur , Neither do theſe miſerable men conſider, that theſe 
:eſtimonies of wbich they brag (0 mich, are elther of Biſhops of 
Rome themſelves, enlarging their own intereſts, or elſe of thoſe 
who are flattering them. 

Secondly, it is very ſtrange impudenceto them, to alledge 
the authority of the Council of Chalcedsn, to prove the Su- 

emacy of Peter, or of the Biſhop of Rome, by reaſon of his 
Eiccelhlnn to Peter, as appears by what follows. 

Aetius Legatc of the Biſhop of Con#antinople and the fore. 
ſaids Paſchaſinus, Lucentius, and Bonifacius, Deputics of the 
Biſhop of Rome, pleaded in the behalf of their Maſters the 
Biſhops of Rome and ConFantinople, for the primacy : Paſ+ 
chaſinus and his fellows pleaded the ſixth canon of the Council 
of Nice. The wordsare thoſe, Let the old cuſtom remain in B+ 
eypt, Libya, Pontapolis, viz. that the Biſhop of Alexandria hath 
power bn = Provinces (to ordain Biſhops) ſince the Biſhops of 
Rome hath the like cuſtome, 

eetias pleaded the fame Canon,and likewiſe the fifth Canon 
of the ſaid Council of Nice; by which it was ordained , That 
when a Biſhop was condemned b y a provincial Council, there ſhould 
be no further appea!,unleſs to a General Council» which excepti- 
on, though not mentioned in the Canon, muſt of nece Sity 
be underſtood, The ſaid Aetius likewiſe pleaded the thirdCanon 
of the ſecond General Council of Conſtantinople , by which it 
was provided, That the Biſhop of Rome (bould have the firſt 
place in dignity, becauſe Rome was the old Imperial City, the Bl- 
ſhop of Conſtantinople the ſr.,ond place next to bim , becauſe Con- 
ftantinople was new Reme, The torce of this argument conſiſts 


in 
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Zin two things. Firſt , that the ſaid ſecond General Councilof 


onſtantinople ordained the Juriſdiction of the Biſhops of 
* Rome, and — to beequal, although they gavethe 


Biſhop of Rome the firſt place in dignity, The ſecond thing is, 
T hat the Biſhop of Rome had theſfirſt place in dignity , not by 
teaſon of his ſucceſſion to Petey , but for a civilceſpeRt z vis. 
Kecrnke Rome was the old Imperial City. 
” Paſchaſinus and his fellows teplyed., ( or at leaſt Belſz1mry, 
'&nd Baronins would haveſo replyed, if they had been pleadcrs 
Þefore the Council ) That the third Canon of the Council of 
*®Con/tantinople was not to be regarded; becauſe the Biſhop of 
Rome had never approved ity and therefore they urged the 
Fixch Canon of the Councilof N:ce, by which ( fay they ) the 
Biſhop of Alexanarrs had authority confirmed to him in Ee 
£1Þt, becauſe the Biſhop of Rome had the like cuſtom. From 
which they argited thus, Thar the authority of the Biſhop of 
Rome was the cauſe of the authority. of the Biſhop of Altexand+ 
ia; or, theauthority of the Biſhop of Alexandria towed 
| from the authority of the Biſhop of Rome : And ſince the Bi» 
ſhop of cAlexanaria was beforehim of Conſkawtineple, of old, 
the ſaid ſecond General Council of Conſtantinople wronged 
the Biſhop of Alexandria , in pretertipg the Biſhopof Conftan- 
\Hnopleto him, Ina word, the ſum of their pleading; was this, 

' That, by the (ixth Canon of the Council of Nice, the Biſhop 

| of Romehad authority over him of Alexanthis, And (ince the 
* Biſhop of Alexandria was before the Biſhop of Conflantiweple 
in former times, that third Ac of the ſecond General Council 
[ of Conſtantinople ought tobe caſſed and antiquitated; becauſe 
* it contradicted the fixth Canon of the Council of Nite, in'pre- 
ferring the Biſhop of Conflantinop'e to him of Alexandria, and 

equalizing him to the Biſhopoſ Rome, 

Aetius , and the Deputies of the Biſhop: of Canſtantiwop!e 
duplycd; Firſt, ,That the ſaid Canon of the ſecond General 
= EC Council 
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Councilof Conſtantinople ought not to be recalled ( or at leak 


Proteſtants would have fo duplyed, if they had been in their © 


place; ) Firſt; Becauſeit was a lawful General Council; And 
a'though the Biſhop of Rome hi2d not confirmed it, becauſe he 
had no authority above a General Council; It was very unres- 
ſonable that any particular Biſhop ſhould cut and carve for his 
own advantage, againſt the decree of the whole Church, 

Secondly, The ſaid General Council of _— Was 
received and confirmed by a Synod at Rome two years after,the 
Biſhop of Rome Dammaſus preſiding in the ſaid Council, And 
therefore it was falſe that the Biſhop of Rome never confirmed 
the ſaid Council of Conſfantinople, 

Thirdly, the ſixth Canon of the Council of Nice gave no 
authority to the Biſhop of Rome over the Biſhop of Alexas. 
dria, the meaning of the Canon being only this , viJ, Theoc- 
caſion of the Canon was one AHilerivs troubled all Egypt by 
ordaining Biſhops at his own hand, Alexander Biſhop of 4- 
lexandria complains to the Council of Nice , which upon his 
complaint, made the foreſaid ſixth Canon. Thetrue Gloſsof 
which being, that the Biſhop of Alexandria, ſhould havethe 
pou of ordaining Biſhops in Fgypr, Lybia, and Pentapolis, 

was wont, Since the Biſhop of Rome had the like powerby 
cuſtom, in the places adjacent to Rome; or, (a5 Reffinus a wrii- 
ter, wholived near theſe times, interprets) i» Ecclefijs Subwthi 
carijs, thatis, in Churches within a hundred miles to the walls 
of Rome, Sothen, the authority of the Biſhop of Rome was not 
the cauſe of the authority of the Biſhop of Alexandris, or the 
Original from-whence it lowed; but only a pattern, according 
to which it was framed : as one common-wealth may be fra- 
med it government according to the pattern of anorher com- 
mon-wealth, without any ſubordination in wthority., 

They dup] ed fourthly , That the ſaid General Council of 
Conſtantinople did no-wrong to the Biſhop of Alexandria , in 
giving 
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®eivingto the Biſhop of Conſtantinople the ſecond place in dig- 


Fnity : which before that time, belonged tothe Biſhop of Alex- 


Zandria, ſince the cauſe ceaſing, the effeR alſoceaſed. The caule 
why the Biſhop of Alexandris was ſecond to the Biſhop of 
"Rome, was this , viz, The government of Egyps was the (e- 
* cond government in dignity, to the government of the City 

of Rowe : It was ſoordained by 4nuguſtms, and therefore,was 
led Prefetura Auguſtalis, Since it was not ſo now, becauſe 
the government ofthoſe Provinces depending on the City of 
onſtantinople, was made the ſecond Government and pre- 
dtothar of Alexandris, and made equal tothe Govern- 

*ment of thoſe places, depending upon the city of Rome; there- 
'fore the ſaid council of Conſlantimpple did no wrong in c* 

*qualizing the Biſhop of Couſffantineple to the Biſhop Rome : 

nce the civil Government was a Type of the Eccleftaſtick, 

'as is confeſſed by B4roniwe himſelf, a8 Annum 39. Num, 10. 
That the Government, and Priviledges of the Ciry of Con- 

ſtantinople, being made equal to thoſe of Rowe, was the cauſe 
why the council of Conſtantinople made the Biſhop of Con- 


ſtantinople equal in Ecclefiaſtick Juriſdition rothe Biſhop of 


» Rome : is reported both by Socrates, 'hift, lib. 5. chap. 8. 
and SoJomenus lib. 7. chap. 9. Who both give the reaſon 
of the ſaid third Canon (in the Greek Edition, but 5. or 7. in 
the Latine) to be, 4ecauſe that Conſtantinople , had not only 
the nome of Rome, with like Seat and other CMagiftrats . but 
bare alſo rhe ſume Arms and other rights, and honors which 


+ belonged to old Rome. 


The Council of Chalcedon having confideredthe reaſons of 


-* both parties, allowed the interpretation put upon the fixth 


Canon of the Council of Nice, by the Orators of the Biſhop 
of Conſtantinople, rejeed that Gloſs of thoſe of the Biſhop 
of Rome + confirmed the third Canon of the ſecond General 


Council of Conſtantinople, with ſome advantage , and 
C 2 addition 
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addirion, as by the 28: Canon, whoſe worlds are theſe; Defin. 
mus & communi caleulo ſancimns, quod attiner ad Prerocativg 
honoris [anttiſſime Eecleſie hujas Conftantinopoleos nive B(. 
me, Etenimn Patres, Sedi Amtiquioris Rome, ob cam cauſſam qui; 
Imperinm obtinevet Urbs illa , merito Primatum honoris detv. 
lere, Sed & eadem ratione woti , Cent quinquaginta religio, 
ſfrmi Epiſcopt equalem primatum hongris affienarunt ſanttifims 
ſed; nove Rome, Rect: Judicantes , tam Urbim qe imiperio & 
Senats honeſtatuy - & ijſdems priviligns frurntem cam antique 
Roma & Regia, etlam in Eccleftafticis negortjs #444 tum ill 
extollendam , Sic tamen ut poſt eam ſecundum locum obrineat, 
By which Canon two things appears, Firſt, that the Biſhop 
of Conſtantinople is expreſly made qual in Ecclefiaſtich Ju- 
riſdiQtion, with the Biſhop of Rome, Secondly, thar the Bi- 
ſhop of Rome hath the firſt place in dignity, not by reaſon of 
ſucceſſion to Peter, but only for civil reſpe&s. viz. becauſe 


Kome was the old imperial City. ' It appears alſo by the aid 
Canon, thar the former General Cou 


flamingple, gave the primacy tO the Biſhop of Rowe, for the 
ſame reaſononly,, viz, becauſe ir was the old imperial City, 
And therefore it is intollerable impudence in our adyerſaries 
to objethe authority of the Council of Chalcedom, to proye 
the Supremacy of Petey, ” OO 

By which it appexrs the Impudence of Belarmin , and Ba 
ronius, who abuſe their Reader with ſtrange Sophiſtry, and 
moſt ſhameleſs, The Council of Chalcedoy, FE! 


they, inter- 
pretedthe ſixth Canon of the Council of Nice: A che datven- 


mana ſemper habuit primatum, the Church 


Canon being thus #2d,all the Council 
primatum & hoyorem precipuum 
« Deo amantiſcimo Archiepiſcopo 

But 


ſecundum Canones, antique Rom 
conſervays, 
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Book 1. Of the Biſhoprickof Peter. rt 
But it is anſwered ;, firſt, Thofe words of the Candi, wit: 
the Church of Rome ever had the primaty; are forgtd being. 
* found in no other copie' , but in that of Didnyſius 'EXIgau": 
- buthis authority is not ſufficient to ont-balance all orticr'co- 
pics of the Canons of the Council, borh Greek ari@& Latin; Yea, 
thir copie Correfted by Gregory r 3. himielf) whit wants Hoſe 
firſt greets nded by Bellarmin and Beronins: "in Which Epic 
an all otlicr copies, the firſt words of the ſaid Cant are, 4n- 
tiquus mos perduret, #6. Let the oldcnRom remain in Egypr , 


. Libys, and Pentapols, &c. 


- Secondly, although the Canonhad begin (0, itmakespnot 


- much ro'the purpoſe, ſince it appeats'by the'dectee'ok the” 


* 
- 


Yi 
\ 


+ Council, that the Priniacy of the Church of Hime;-wit only 
4 Primacy of dignity; for civil refpeRs, ant{not'4 Piinizey'of 
* Juriſdiction, by reafon of the Biſhop'of Romer fucceſsion to 
* Petey':. as appears expreſly by the words'sf the Canon: And 
alfo rhar the Biſhop of Cynftantinople witprddined by the ſaid 
Council,equat in ſuriltctivoros e Biſhop of -Ryvve,* If Bel- 
larmmin and Baroniut affirm”, that the words of the twenty 
eight Canon are miſ-interprered , their mouths are topped, 
not only by the carriage of Zucentier, and other two/Lepars 
| ofthe Biſhop of Rope, but alſo by the Ettrizge of Lev Biſhop 
of Ron himſelf, 617 ob WIOPC2HO93R OM 2 
The carriage of LZucentius was this: When the Tathers of 
the Councit had ſubſcribed the' fard twenty-cight - Canon, 
Zucenticy ſtood up, crying, foul play : Some bf thoſe ſubſeri- 
bers were compelled [o to do; by one indirtFway or tht : 
The whole Farhers of the Council anfirered; rhity had Uelibe- 
ratly, and voluntarily ſubſcribed, Whereupon Lncentius pro» 
reſted 2g2inſt the Council, as having preferred the judgetrfient 
ofthundredand fifty Fathers of the Conncil of Conſtantinople, 
defore the judgement of three hundred and eighteen Fathers, 
inthe firſt general Council of Nice z which amber 
ay 
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ſay, 38 he underſtood the meaning of the ſixth Canon ofthe 
Council of Nice, better then thoſe ſix hundred and thirty 
Fathers of the Council of Chalcedon, repreſenting the whole 


Church, This carraige of Zucentias is recorded in the Coun- 


cil of Chalcedon, A. 16, pig. 9 36. 937 938. 

Next, that the ſaid Council decerned againſt the ſupremacy 
of the Biſhop of Rome, appears by four Epiſtles of Leo Biſhop 
of Rome bimſelf; in which he thunders againſt the Council of 
Chalcedon for making the foreſaid 28. Canon; ſtill ingemina- 
ting, Tues Petrus, or thatthey had wronged the ſupremacy 
of Peter , by which complaints of his it is moſt evident, that 
thoſe 630. Fathers, repreſenting the whole Church in a gene« 
ral Council, meant nothing leſſe then the ſupremacy of Petey, 
intheſe words, Tu es Perrus, Theſe four Epiſtles of Leo arc 
his 52. Epiſtle to Anatolius Biſhop of Conſtantinople; His 54. 
to Martianus the Emperour, his 55. to Pulcheria the Ems 
preſs; his 62, to Maximus Biſhop of Antioch, in which E- 
piſtles he complains heavily, that the Biſhop of Conſtantinople 
was preferred to him. of Alexendris. Becauſe Conſtantinoplt 
was the ſeat ofthe Emperor, he fore-ſaw (being a man of great 
Spirit and foreſight ) that in the end, for the ſame reaſon, the 
Biſhop of Conſtantinop/e would be preferred tothe Biſhop of 
Rome, which accordingly fell out, as ſhal be proved, lib 4. 
And thus itappeareth, with how little integrity our adverſa- 
ries obje& the Council of Chalcedor, to prove that Peter was 
the Rock, meancd by our Savior in theſe words, Tw es Pe- 
rus; &c,., By which procecdingsof the Council of Chalkedon, 
appears alſo, what was the opinion of the general council; of 

Nice and Conſtantinople, 

As for the ſixth general Council, commonly called Truba» 
num, celebrated under Pogonatus the Emperor, Anno 680, in 
its 36, Canon, it confirms the 28. Canon of the Council of 
Cbalcedon totidem verbis, By whichit appears what was the 

opinion 
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2 
opinionof the Church concerning Tw es Petrw, in the end of 
the 9. age» And ſo we have the opinion of the firſt, ſecond, 
fourth, and ſixth general Councils, that Peter is not the Rock 
upon which the Church is built. 

As for the third general council of Epheſws, and the fifth of 
Conſtantinople, although in expreſs worgs, they make not all 
the Parriatchs of alike Juriſdition ; Yet they made Canons 
expreſly contraditing the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome ; 
and conſequently , contraditing alſo Peter to be the Rock 
upon which the Church is built, The council of Epheſus 
calls Celeftine Biſhop Rome Fellow- Miniſter. © Tt ere a bold 
thing now in any Biſhop to ſalute the Popeſo. Sccondly, 


* they depoſed John Parriarch of Antioch, before ever they ac- 


quainted Celeſtine Biſhop of Rome, as appears by _ — 
rdly, they ordaine 


* that neither the Parriarch of Antioch, nor ahy other Biſhop 


ergo not the Biſhop of Rome) 'ſhould take'lipdn him'to Ore 
Jain Biſhops inthe Ile of Cyprov, Binins Toly, '26,' paz. 768. 
As for the fifth general council of Confantinople, it re- 
judged the cauſeot 47thimins, after he had firſt been judged 
by Jggapetus B ſhop of Rome, Biniws in his notes upon that 
council, Tow 2. p47 416, Secondly, it condemned Y1gilius 
Biſhop of Rome, and yetintheend the (aid Yigilins approved 
the ſaid council : Buroniwe, Anno 553, Biniws in the place 
fore-mentioned. And thus ye havethe opinion of the fix 
firſt general councils, concerning the Supremacy of the Bi- 
ſhop of Rowe, by reaſon of his ſucceſſion to Peter, inthe Mo- 
narchy of the Church : By which paſſages it appears that 
the ſixthfirſt general councils meaned nothing leſſe, then 
that Peter was the Rock, upon which the Church was built ; 
or that Peter was ordained Monarch of the Church', inthoſe 
words, Tues Petrus, It ſhal likewiſe be proved, 15. 5- That 
the ſeventh general council, Ano 790. and the 8. 470 T2 
a 
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had as little regard go. the Suprewacy of ghe Biſhop of Rome, 
The firſt of. which, condemned Pope Honories as an Heietick 
and thel;ſt approved ofit. . -- 

' An4 thus we havethe opinion of the whole Church, cons 
cerning Tu es Petrus,, the firſt goo, year after Chriſt : all 
which time, it was no article of Faith, ( as appears by thoſe 
cight general Councils ) that Peter was ordained Monarch of 
the Church, in thoſe words , T»es Petrws, The truth is, 
it wa invented, Firſt, by Leo after the Council of Chalcedon, 
when the contention aroſe between the Biſhops of Rome and 
-Conſtantinople , tor the Primacy : it, was {ti}l made uſe of by 
the Biſhops of Rome, -3fter that, pleading for the Primacyz 
but it appears þy the g '. Epiſtle of Gregory, that he made uſe 
of it, only for c#14 wniverſals Eccleſsn,, and not for Juriſ- 
diction : for hc expreſly thunders againſt. one viſible head of 
of the Church : amongſt other reaſons , heharh this. for one, 
Althqugh Petgr had. the care, of the. whole Church, committea 
into im yet. was he nog woiver]al 4poſile. And thus we have 
reaſoned, T es Berra , from Scripture, Reaſon, and General 
Councils. - Naw let: us hear the opinion of the Fathers, 


CHAP. 1V.. | 
-1 of the Fath xs interpreting the Rock to be Cuxisre 


| f. th - impudence in abjeQing the Fathers, is yet greatet 
L All the Fathers ſay they interpret the Rock to be Peter, 
Avg ſtinus only excepted, deccived by his' ignorance, inthe 
Syriack tongue, So objetts lanſen'us, Gregorious de Valen- 
* Agricola, Stapleton, but moſt of all BoJime, de fignis lib. 
18. cap, 1. . 
Bur ir js anſwered, Iris notoriouſly falſe, that all the Fa- 
thers call Pejer the Rock upon which the Church is bile: 
| becau 
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Book 11 Of the Biſhoprickof Peter. 25 
becauſe many of the-Fathers call\:Chriſt rhe Rock, as ſhal be 
proved inthis 4. chapter. 'Orhers of them interpret, the Rock 


* .robetheconfeſsion.of Peter, then art the Son of the living God, 


" as ſhal be proved, chap. 5. Others of them again, 'who interpret 


the Rock to be Peter means _— leſs, then that Peter was 
4 was ordained Oecumenick Biſhop by Chriſt, in thoſewords, 
.'Tu es Petrus, as fhalibe proved chap. 6, And firſt of thofe Fa« 


Tertallianus againſt Martian, 11h, 4. cap. T3, Where, tel- 


*'ling a reaſon wherefore the name of Peter was changed from 


j thers interpreting the Rock to be Chriſt, 


” Simonto Peter, gives this reaſon, Quia Petra & lapis erat Chri- 


ſtus, becauſethe Rock was Chriſt, 
Huarins de Trinitate , lth. 2. num 4gitur, hoc eft immobile 


| fundamentum , una hac eft felix fidei Petra, Petri ore confeſſa, 


Fe 


* Filius Dei vivi : The ſum is : Chrift confeſſed by the mouth of 


a, 


Peter is the only Rock, 

eAmbroſiue, Sermon 84. Diſcourſing of the change of Pe. 
4ers name, Recte igitur, qui a/Petrs-Chriſto Simon nuncapatus eſt 
Petrus , ut , qui cum Domino fidet ſorietatem habebat , cum 
Domino haberet & nominis Dominici unttatem : ut ſicut 
& Chriſte Chriftianus dicitur. Hta 2 Petra Chriſto, Petrus 
Apoſtolus wocaretur, This teſtimony is very evident, 
and jumps in every thing with the expoſition of Prote- 


+ ftants, ſhewing that Petey is not the Rock, but only Chriſt : & 


Peter is called Petrus, Rocky, from Chriſt, Petra, or the Rock, 
Gregorius Nyſſenus in the laſt chapter of his teſtimonies a- 
gainſt rhe Jews , Dominus eſt Petra fidet : tanquam fundamen- 


zum, uf Ah Dominus ait ad Principem Apoſtolornum, Tues Pe- 
| [1 


trus, Of ſuper hancPetram edificabo Ecclefſiam meam In which 
words, Chriſt is expreſly called the Rock , upon which the 
Church is built. 

Theodoyetus upon Pſalm 47. Petra anguleris eft Chriſtus, & 


ipſe Dominus beats Petro, 4niuit , Et ſuper hanc Petram _—_ 
Y D ccle- 


Sacro eloquio, Cum ſingulari numero Petra nominatur , 4qu1s alin; 


— 
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Eccleſiam meam : & port # inferi non previlebant adverſus cam, 
The Rock u Chriſt upon which the Church & built , &c. Andth, 
Game Author, on 1, Cor. cap. 3- Chriſtus ef: fundamentum, *F 


—_—_— 


_ Chriſt is the Rock, R 


Gregory Biſhop of Rome himſelf, in Job, 1ib, 1 3, cap. 19. is 


quam Chriſt us acc1pitur 2 Paulo atteſtante.qui ait, Petra erat Chyi, 
ſtas, This teſtimony is evident, of a Biſhop of Rome himlelf, 
cannonized as a Saint. in the Roman Church , giving agenerl 
rule of interpreting the word Rock, vis. When Petra, or Rect - 
or foundation, is mentioned in Scripture, in the ſingular num- 
bcr, none bur Chriſt is underſtood, 

Hieronymus on Matthew 3, Super hanc Petram D ominus fun- 
davit Eccleſiam : ab hac Petra Apoſtolns Petrus ſortitus eſt nt- 
men. By which words it appears,that Chriſt is the Rock, from 
whom Peter had his name; and not Peter himſelf, which will - 
be further cleared by the next teſtimony. 8 

Anzuſtings, Sermo. 13. de verbis Domini ſecundum Mat- 
:heum. Simon quippe ante Vocabatur, boc amem nomen ti, ut-Pt. 
irns vocetur a Dominos mpoſitum eſt hoc,ut ea fizura fizni ficart! 
Fecleſiam: quia enim Chriſtus Petra, Petrus populus Chriſt ianus, 
Petra enim priucipale nomen eſt: ideo Petyiss a Petra, non Petri 
Tetro,quemodo non a Chriſtiano Chriſt us, ſed a Chriſto Chriftianu 
wvocatur. Who before was called Simon, was after calledPeter:0u 
Savior calls him [6, to fignifie the Church by that fizure : Becauſt 
Chriſt is the Rock, Peter i5 the Chriſtian People, &c. Other te- 
fimonics might be alledged out of 4uguſtryus,butit is needleſs 
to mention them, finceit is con!eſſed by. our adverſaries, that 
Augvſtinus interprets the Rock to be Chriſt. becauſe hewas is» 
norant of the Syriack tongue: As if thoſe other Fathers, eſpeci- 
ally Hieronymus , moſt $kilful of the Oriental Languages, { 
were,, ignorant alſoof the. Syriack tongue, And thus much of 


wwe. . 


+> p 
hw . — 
ner” 


w__ 6. w——_ ri {S+ 7 
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* — 


thole Fathers interpreting.the Rock to be Chriſt, by whichit 


appears, 


J 
» 
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ppears,how impudent an affertion it was of BoXius, Tanſeuius , 


De /alentis, Agricola, Stapleton, and others, athrming all the 


**Farhers ( 4»2»ſtinus only excepted) unanimouſly interprets the 


p 


: 
be \ 


gn fiinne, of t 


Rock to bs Peter. 

+ The falſhood of their aſſertion being diſcovered, they fall 
next to Sophiſtry todefend their lying : And firſt, they fall 
pon Avguftinus , taxing him of ignorance of the Syriack 
pngue, = interpreting -the Rock to be Chriſt, Burt it is an- 
ered, Firſt, the teſtimonies of thoſe other Fathers denying 
eter to be the Rock, eſpecially of Hieronymus, are no lefle 
evident, 'then the teſtimonies of Avgufinss, : Butitwere 


*impud-:nce in them, to obje& ignorance of the Syriack tongue 


0 Hieronymss, who was known to be moſt skilful init, Se 
ondly, their Sophiſtry is very great, they obje& ignorance to 

he Syrian tongue, for denying the Rock to be 
eter, following the penner of Matthew in Greek;zwhoſe verſion 


- was followed by the wholeChurch as authentick:&defends the 


ignorance of ſuppoſititious Authors,ſuch as 4naclerus, Optatus, 
Melevitan#s, Iſidorus & ſuch like, who interpret Cephas(which 
ſignifyeth agreat ſtone in the Syrian tongue ( a head to prove 


*the ſupremacy ofPeter becauſe of the affinity it hath in its ini- 


F 


rial Letters, with the Greek word «aan» Cephale or head. So 


Turrianus and Baronius, Anno 31. defends thoſe ignorants, vF. 


-— Becauſe ir makes for the Popes ſupremacy, and blames 


+ Anguſtinws, as ignorant, for no other reaſon, then becauſe his 
© interpretation crofleth ir. 


As for thoſe other Fathers beſide eAnguſtinas, ſome of thera 
taxeth them alſo of ignorance ſo Stapleton, Salmers, Cumerns, 
Maldonatus; Let us hear their reaſons. 

Their firſt is, Theſe words, ſuper hanc Petram, anſwers 
to the former words, T# es Petrws : But itis anſwered thoſe 
words, Super hanc Petram,anſwer alſo to thoſe words, Thes art 
Chriſt the Sox of the living God : For there is no neceſſzy of re- 

. erring 
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ferring the pronoun hanc, tothe words immediatly going be- 
fore which is proved by other paſſages of ſcriprurezas 4s 2.23 
wherethe proun hune is referred not roGod which is neareſt, but 
t9 Jeſus of NaJaveth farther off. Andalſoin this Chapter, by te- 
{timonies of Fathers of more authority ,and leſfe ſuſpedt in this 
particular, th:n Srapleton and Maldonat : and irthall be proved 
turtherin the following chapters not only by teſtimonies of 
moſt eminent Fathers, and Popiſh Dottors, but allo by the 
teſtimonies of five Popes themſelves, 

Their ſecond reaſon is, Chriſt in theſe words , gives 
ſome reward or other to Peter for his confeſſion: bur it is 
anſwered, Peter is rewarded, when he is called Perrus from 
Petrs, or Chriſt the Rock. Second'y , when he gets thc 
Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, whence Chryſofom, 4: 
the Father gave unto thee to know me, ſo 1 give unto thit 
the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven. 

The third reaſon is, That Chriſt in theſe words , [pr 
hane-Petram , means not the principal Rock, or. proper, 
viz, himſelf, but only a Met? Focick , Or Miniſterial Rock, 
and conſequently the Rock muſt be Petey, 

Burt it is anſwered the eſtate of the queſtion is, whether 
Chrift, that is the principal Rock , be underſtood by ſuptr 
hane Petrum ? Stapleton proves not , becauſe , ſaith he, 
Chriſt is not meaned which he proves by his own naked al- 
tertion , without any other reaſon : which is a childiſh peri- 
to principhy. However we will add a reaſon that his aſſertion 
is falſe; for it a Miniſterial Rock be underſtood, in theſe 
words, ſuper hanc Petrum, Stapleton is hard put to it , £0 
prove out of theſe words, the Rm of the Biſhop of 
Rome, which is his main intention : Since it ſhal appear cap 6. 
that all the Apoſtles are Ainifterial Rocks, and far by the 
teſtimonies of the Fathers, interpreting the Rock to be Peter. 

Their fourth reaſon is, The words of our Savior are, 


44 ficabo 
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* adificabo Ecclifiam- mtem ſuper” hant' Petram,, Which itn- 


ports as much, as the Church was not already baitt” up- 
on that Rock; but only to be built upon it' afterivards : 
and therefore our Savior by Hance Petram, cannot” mean 


; limſelf upon whom the Charch was already" boilt; * Burit is 
Þ anſwered, This is nothing'but ſophiſtry, becatiſe already the 
7 Church was only buikt upon Chriſt in Jades; Bat our” Sa- 


viout is propheſying here, that the Gopel ſhatbe propagated 
throughout the whole world , and the Church built up- 


= on himſelf. It is childiſh reaſoningto argue the Church is 


built” upon Chriſt already, Erg01t cannot be ſaid , it ſhall 


4 be built upon him in time tocome;, it is alt one as one would 
) 
+4 


* Ergo be hatb not ſaved them , and confequently , it isno leſs 


reaſon thus, CIzatthew 1. it is affirmed, He ſhat ſave his people, 


> fooliſh to affirm the Church is-already' built upon” Chriſt, 


becauſe he promiſerh to build ir upprbimfelf intime.co come; 

Their fith reaſon is, Chriſt promiſeth to buifd the Churk' 
upon one or other .befides himfelf ,, ſince he'cannot be'(4id ro- 
build the Gurch upon himſelf: for it is the Father qui dedir 
ipſum capmt ſuper omnem Eccleſiam, as the Apoſtle affirms; Bur 
It is anſwered, T hat aſſertion of Stapletons contradifts Auguſti- 
news, affirming, ſuper me ipſum filiom Dei vivi edificabo Ec- 
cleſfam, Which is his gloſs upon theſe words, ſuper hanc Petram, 
Secondly , It contradidts &ellarmin, affirming, in ſe jam 4di- 


- ficaverat LApoſtilor, & _ multor, He had already 
e 


| built upon himſelf many Apoſt 


s and Diſciples, Thirdly, It 
contradicts Scripture, Epheſians 4, 16. By whomall the body 
being coupled au1 knit together, &#c, receiverh increaſe of the 
body , unto the edifying of it ſelf in love. By which words 
compared with verſe 15. follows that the Church is builr 
upon Chiiſt by himſelf, | 
Their ſixthreaſon is, 1f by hanc Petyam be meffit Chriſt , 
we cannot know which: is the true Chutch, and which _ 
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falſe 2 and therefore of neceſſity by hane Petram, Peter muſt 
be meancd, | 

But it is anſwered, The Fathcrs we now mentioned, and 
(hal mention inthe following chapter, knew very well howto 
diſcern the true Church by the falſe; & yet none of them do vy- 
terpret Peter to be the Rock, upon which the Church is 
built, eſpecially, Aug»ſinuws,who diſputing againſt the Dons- 
tits, cites many paſlages of Scripture, by whiCu we arein- 
ſtructed , to diſcern the true Church by the falſe, and yet he 
never makes uſe of this place, Tues Petrws, Which he would 
not have omitted, if the mentioning of it had been fo ne- 
cellar, to diſcern the true Church from the falſe : or if the 
true Church could not be diſcerned from the falſe withour ir, 
Secondly , This reaſon is a childiſh, if not blaſphemous, 
petitio principij : As if none could (how the true Church by 
the falſe, except the ſucceſſor of Peter, upon whom in their 
opinion the Church is built : and fo that is only the true 
Church , which acknowledgeth the Biſhop of Rome , to be 
head of the Church as ſucceſſor to Peter inthe;Monarchy of 
the Church, And thus much. of thoſe Fathers iflterpreting 
the Rock to be Chriſt, 


CHAP. V. 


Of the Fathers expounding the Rock, to be the Confeſſion 
of Peter, | 


Ow followeth thoſe Fathers expounding the Rock to be 
'* theFaith, or confeſſion of Pezerz which opinion though 
it ſcems to differ in words from the former, yer ineffeRir 
* tSall one in ſubſtance with it. And therefore ſome of thoſe 
Fathers,who called the Rock Chriſt, they cal alſo the Rockthe 
confeſſion of Peter : So NyJenws,&c,the Fathers interpreting 


the 


OO OOOT— -— — 
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*Z the Rock to be the confeſſion of Petey, are theſe following. 
Z The Liturgy commonly calledthat of S. Fames', ad confir- 
mationem ſantie tus Catholice & Apoſtolice Eccleſie, quam fun- 
 daſti ſuper Petra fidei , w: Porte inferninon prevaleant ei.. The 
""\ſum of which words is , thatthe Church is founded upon the 
* Rock of Faith. w—__ 
; Entychianus Biſhop of Rowe, Epiſt. tF. Unum-hoc & im- 
JT mobile fundamentum,una hec felix fidei Petra Petri ove confe]- 
7 ſs, Tues, inquit Chriſtus filius Dei vivi, thatis, This & the on. 
'* by happy Reck of Faith , contefled by Peter Hilarixe in his Books 
= of the Trinity, in many places affirms that the Church is 
*. builtupon the Rock of confeſſion; or-that the Rock'is the 
4 confeſſion of Peter, It is needleſs ro mention all his teſtimo- 
_ 7 nics, this one will ſuffice, Super hane #2itur confeſſions P etram 
Q Eccleſia edificatioe(t , The Church i built upon this Rock of con- 
' feſrion. | | 
Nyſſenss in the laſt chapter of bis teſtimonies againſt” the 
Fews', after hehad firſt called the Rock Chriſt ; as we faid be« 
fore, inthe following words he adds, Fu & Petrws,, & ſuper 
hans Petram #4ificabo Eccleſiam meam, hoceſt, [uperÞonfeſrio- 
. nem Chriſti: wh rc he interprets the Rock tobe alſo the con- 
feſsion of Peter, by which it appears, that theſenſe-is all one; 
wheth:r the Rock be called Chriſt. or the confeſſion of Pe-. 
Ter 2 } \ hs : 
Innumerable others interpret the Rock to be the Confcf- 
: fionot Peter , whole teſtimonics are needleſs to be mentioned, 
| fincenone can deny them » As Chryſoſtom, homil. 55. upon 
cAatthew, and in other places, Baſili/us Seleucienſss on Mat - 
thew 16. Theophalatus on the Game place, Epiphanims Contra 
Catharos, Iſi {orus, Peluſiota, lib, 1, Epiſt. 135. Cyrillus, Ib, 4. 
ot his Dialogues, with YermiasTheodoretus, 1ib, 2 npon the 
Cant:cles, Auguſtin , traft. 10. upon the firſt Eprie of 


John. Whercby again it appears that the meaning ot th 
FM " '. Fathers - 
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Fathers, interpreting the Rqck,to be Chriſt , and theeonfeſ. 2 
fion of Peter, mean the (ame thing: Since Anguſtinus moſt * 
frequently intexpretsthe-Rock to be'Chr;ſt, Ir is-needleſs to | 
mention other Fathers, calling the conftefsion of Peter the 
Rock, as Feiix-xhird Biſhop of Keme, \in his Epiſtle to Zemo the 
Emperor concerning the depoſition of Peter Biſhop of As. 
tigch ;, ohthe ixth General/Council of Conſtantinople, called 
Txnllayues :. of Damaſcenus.tahis Sermon upon the transfigu« 
ration of Chriſt ; of /idtor Aniiochenus , upon Mark third, 
and diverſe others: which teſtimonies are acknowledggd by 
our adverſaries to which they vary-in their anſwers, 

Pighins Hierarchie , Lib. 3. cap. 5. calls thoſe Fathers ig. 
norants; who interpret the;Rock robe the confeſsion of Peter, 
and that they are not worthy to be anſwered : B4r9uime iis allo 
totes in ferment, and calls them mad men, 4mno 3 1, chap. 7. 

Bellarmin and Stapleton anſwers more modeſtly, tothereſti- 
mony of thoſe Fathers , diſtinguiſhing the Faith or Confe|sion 
of Peter; which they Tay may be canſidered ewo wayes. Furſt, 
Abſoletly , and fnghſftreo ; that is , not conſidered as in any 
ſubje&. * Secondly, as iris in the perſon of Peter, or, in c9#- 
crata. Tn the firſt acception; they deny that thoſe Fathers 
call the Faith or Conkefſion of Peter to be the Rack: in the 
ſecqnd they affirm they do, and that their meaning is no other 
then that Petrus credens, or Peter believing , is the Rock, 
Which opinion they affirm to be all one with their own, vi% 
that P eter is theRock. 

Bur it is replyed, This gloſs or diſtintion is far beſide the 
meaning of thoſe Fathers, .who interpret the Faith. or Con» 
feſcion of Peter to bethe Rock, as a thing differing from Peter 
himſelf, So Chryſoftom in his Homile on «Matthew $5. 5 
Super hanc Petram dixit , & nou ſuper bunc Petrum, Non exim 

ſuper hominem, ſed ſuper fidem, edificabit Eccleſam, Which 
words he hath alſoin bis Sermon upon Penticoſt , in which 
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he -quite overthrows: the diſtinRtjon of Staplezoyw and Bet- 
| larmin , averring only the confeſſion -of Peter, and-not ar all 
- '® peer himſelf ro be the Rock, 


© 4ugeſtininhis 13- Sermon, de verb, Dom ſecundum Mac. 
thath theſe words, / will not build my Church upon thee, but thee 
pon we ; wheteby he cxprelly denys Peter to be-the Rock 
tarall; likewiſe Cyril de Trinitate lib. 4. Gregory, Nyſſen, 
#:n his reſtimonics againſt the Jews, Hilarims lib. 2, of the T ri- 
® nity , exprefly diſtinguiſh the Rock from Petey, and there- 
® fore they cannot mean that Pe#er is the Rock, _ 

It may be alſo proved by; reaſon, that in the opinion of 
© thoſe Fathers , Peter cannot be thie Rock at all : that is y/ Pe- 
®3rus credens, or Peter believing, . We will only mention three 
Jrcafons, Firſt , The Rock upon which the "Church is buift 
> is perpetual, becauſe a perpetual building requires a perpetual 
* toundation z, but Peter is no | foundation” , fince 
' he dycd, and was removed alirrleafter that iſe, 
Secondly, Thething.which:Peter ed; whether it'be 
*raken formally forthe AR of Confeſſion, or — , for 

thething conteſled ; cannot be Perer himſelf, ſince bortithoſe 
propoſitions are falſe. The Confefs/0n of Peter, & Peter; and 
| the thing conſeſſedby Peter, « Peter : bur.thoſe Fathers in the 
” former chapter affirm, that-the Rock was the thing. confefſed 
by Pecerand the Fathers of this chapter : that--it was:the con- 
 feſſion of Peter : (the meaning of both Bathefv'is theſame, as 
' we proved in Nyſſenus, and Augaſtinus) Ergo neitherof thoſe 
Fathers , whether they interpret the' Rock to be the thing 
confeſſed by Peter, or the conf. ffion of Berkr,; can mean thar 
Peter isthe Rock him(elf, Mos 
Thirdly, Suppoſe that ſome believed in Chriſt, inthedayes 
of our Savior, who never heard ſo mach aythename of $. Pe- 
fer, It cannot be denyed bur thoſe perſons were builyupon 
the Rock: But it cannot be affirmed'thar they were builr 


— LY 


—— 


34 Thegrand Impoſtor diſcovered. Part. 1, 1 


upon Peter, 'fince they never ſo mach # heard of bisname, 
 Bellanmin,; Polws.,' and Sanderur, eneavor'to prove*'by'ſe. * 
veral Soph, ftries , that the Faith, or Confeſfion of Peter nn. Y 
not be the Rock upon which the Church is built; becauſe; ſay 
they )+the, houſe and the Foundation moſt be Homogeneow: 
the Church.is compoſed . of en, but the Contefiton, and 
Faithvf Peter is aquality; bat'a quality Cannotbe-the: fous. 
dation'ofa houſe conſiſting of Men : or fubſtances.”'/- 

Bur'it is anſwered, Firſt, The Faith and confe[sio0n of Pe. 
ter may be conſidered ewo wayes, Fiſt, Formally for the qui- 
lity of Faith, - or act of Confeſſion. Secandly ,- 0bjediveh, 
for the thing confeſſed, .vi7.. Chriſt , when thoſe' Fathers cal 
the Faith, or Confeſiion of. Peter the Rock, they take it Obje- 
#ively for thething confelled, or believed ; for, as we ſaid be- 
fore,” thoſe Fathers who call Chriſt the Rock, and thoſe who 
callthe confeſston of Peter the Rock , mean all one thing , Since . 
thoſe who. in ane place cath'Chriſt the R ock , in' another call | 
tbe-confeſsion of Peter the Rbck': So Nyſſenws and Augsſting, 
as we ſhewed before,” 5 | 

Secondly, We retortthe' Argument , reaſoning ex conce]- 
fs. Firſt , they confeſs that the Foundation of the Church, | 
muſt be Homegeneow to the Church it ſelf. SoPighrwand 
bellarwin., Secondly , they grant that no Faith is Homogene- 

«« tothe Chuich So Pighiue cxpreſly affirms that Faith ane 
the Church , differunt' tots genere: from thoſe premiſſes , n0 
Logicien will deny this concluſion to follow +n Came ſtres : 5 
Ergo, no Faith can bethe foundation of the Church, Which 
concluſion expreſly contradids the third Seffion of the Coun” * 
cil of Trent, aſſerting the Symbole of Faith to be the only and 
ſore ſentation, upon which the Church i built , and againſt 
which the gates of hell ſhal not prevail » And this is all of any 


moment what they objec againſt thoſe Fathers , affirming the 
Rock to be theconfeſſion of Peter, : , 


LACK 


CHAP. 


Oecumenick Eijhop ; although they expreſly affirm that Perer 
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Th EAGLES OED 
Fe GHAP:; V b' 
_ of Fathers interpreting Peter tobe the Rock, 


Hen B97 ,- and others of the DoQors. of the. 

! Church,of Rome, dbjeted that all the Fathers, 

"1 . Greek and L£4tin,z interpreted the Rock: co be 
eter , cAuguſftinus onlyexcepted.;, Itwas anſwered, Firſt, 
hat it was notoriouſly falſe , rhatall the Fathers interpreted 
he Rock to be Petey - | the truth of which anſwer we haye 


ſufficiently proved in the former.chapters, viF. many of the 


+Fathers interpreted rhe Rock tobe. Chriſt, chap. g, Others of 
hem interpreted the Kock to:be the Faith and Confeſsion of 
eter , chap, 5. Neither did thoſe: Fathers , chap. 4, and 
hap, 5. contradia one another , we ſhewed before that their 
meaning was ones who called the Rock Chriſt, and the Rock, 
The confeſsion of Peter, 5 | 
It was anſwered, Secondly , That the meaning of thoſe 
}Fathers, calling the Rock Peter, was nothing leſs, then thar 
Peter in thoſe words of Chriſt, -thou art Peter and upon this 


_ Rock I will build my Church, was by our Savior ordained Oecu- 


-menick Biſhop : Ir.js needleſs to ſet dawn all the teſtimonies 
of thoſe Fathers mentioned by Belarmin, fince wegrant thar 
they call the Rock Peter, So Clemens, Tertullianus , Cypri. 
anus, Athanaſius, Origines, Hilarius, Ambroſims , Hierony. 
mw , NatjianJenus, Chryſoſtomus, Pſellms, Anguſtinns, Maxi- 
mu Taurinenſus , Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Leo. Magnus, 
, roſper, Andreas Cretenſis, Gregorics Magnus, Theophy- 
latius, Whoſe teſtimonies you may find in Bellarmin, who 
objeas them z we will only demonſtrat in this following 
Chapter, that thoſg Teſtimonies are of nomoment, neither is 
It their meaning or ſcope to prove that Peter was ordained 


is 
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is the Rock , upon which Chrift built bis Church, Ttis a no» 
table and ſubtile Diſput, and of great importance, fince 
upon it depends what opinian Antiquity. had obthe ſupremacy 
of Peter , and conſequently of the ſupremacy of the Biſhop, 
of Rome, and neceſſar communion with ihe Churc\of Rowy 
The reaſans, whereforc thoſe'Fathers (4lthough they«all r 
Rock Peter) do not :affivtn he was ordained Occumenick 
Biſhop, are thoſe following. The f1'is,, ED 
Thoſe Fathers. could. have no other opinion of the Supre. 
macy. of the Bithop of Rome, . or-of Peter, rhen that of. the 
whole Church.:  Buethe, whole:Churcly in thetreimes was 
againſt the ſupremacy of Peter, or the Bilſiop of Rome, For 
ir ſhal be proved /46, 3. that the firſt; ſecond, and third Ge- 
neral Councils were againſt the ſupremacy of both : and 
likewiſe the fourth and fifth General Councils, 7:4. fourth 
and the fixth, ſeyenth, and cight General Councils {ib. 5. 
which v as hinted at above, chap. 3 
Secondly , Many of Bellarmins teſtimonies are forged, 
as ſhatbe proved, {6. 2.and 3. As the Epiſtleof- Clement to 
lames, of Athanaſius to Felix Biſhop of Rem, as. is acknow- 
ledged by Baraoniue , anno 357+ paragraph. 66+. and Bimiu 
upon that Epiſtle rom. 1. part. 1. Concil of Auzuittnue in his 
Sermons upon the Saints , of which we need no other proot 
of Forgery , thenthat our adverſaries themſelves tax Aur 
guſtinus of ignorance of the Syriack tongve, for interpreting 
the Rock to be Chriſt : unanimouſly confeſſing he denyerh 
the Rockto be Peter, It is needleſs to ſer down the reaſons 
by which learned Men, both Pro'eſtants and Papſts prove 
_ Sermons de ſanttis attributed to Auguſtians to be ſuppo» 
titious. | 
Thirdly, Many of thoſe Fathers who interpret the Rock 
be Percy, interpretit alſo to be Chriſt , or. rhe Confeſs40% 
2 


” 
4 
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of Petty, a Tertulliains , Bilatius  Ambroſius 5 Hieronymus, 
Uhyſoſtomns , Orighnes , Augrſtinus, Neither do they 
contradi@tthemſelves , their meaning is all one , and it ſhal 
be immediatly ſhewed nothing lefs then tbe Supremacy of 
Peter, 


 Fourthly, The reaſons whereforethole Fathers interpret 
ſe Rock to be Peter , inferr no wayes that he was Oecu. 


menick. Biſhop 3 but on the contrair, demonſtrat that he was 
not Oecumenick Biſhop: Since in rheir opinion others may 


” becalled Rocks, as well as Peter, vi, Na7lanzew in his O- 


\ 
«© 


| 


ration, . tor modetation afftirms,. Petrus' Petre voratoy , quit 
Eccleſie fundaminta ſas fidei credits habet, That is, Peter was 
called the Rock , becanſe be had the. foundations of the Church 
concredited to his Faith, Ambvoſyus ,, Sermon 47, Fecauſe he 
layed firſt the foundations of Faith among} the nations, therefore 
Peter was called the Reck, Theophylattwe affirms,: he was cal- 
ledthe Rock , becauſe of hs Faith and Confeſtiew that Chrift 
wes the Son.of Gol. Epiphaniae, Becauſe he founded the Faith 
of our Lord, upon which the Church «built, h: was made a 


ſolid. Rock wnto 9, Heres in Catharts, Theophanes Ceraneus, 


fv 


As he is cited by Salmero, tom, 4. pare, 3. trad. 2, affirms, 
That Peter was called the Rock, becauſe of his Confeſsion : by 


: which it appears that the reaſons, wheretore-Peter was called 
the Rock, are two: Firſt, becauſe he founded Churches. 


Secondly, becauſe he confeſſed Chriſt : Neither of-which 


infer an Oecumenick Biſhop : ſince no Sophiſter never (0 


» impudent can deny - that others as well as Peter, founded 


* Churches and confeſſed Chriſt : neither is it of any moment 


what they objet, that Peter was the firſt tht founded 
the Church and confefſed Chriſt : as Theophylatns ſeems to 
Import , fince it ſhal be proved afterward , that the Apoſtles 
before this confeſsion of Peter, confeſſed Chriſt to be Son of God, 


Matthew 14. and Jobn 6, or the great Prophet, (ee alſo 


Luke 
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Lake 1, 4%. and43+ and 2: 30.31 32, Secondly ,. Albcit 
Peter had firſt confeſſed Chriſt , and by that confeſsion firſt 
founded the Church it argues no ſupremacy in Peger, or Ju- 
riſdition over the Chnrch , no more then it followerth that 
Ariſtotle hath Juriſdiction over Eogicians, becauſe he taught 
Logick firſt, | | 
Filthly , and mainly , becauſe thoſe Fathers who inter- 
pret Peter to be the Rock , call others beſide Petey in the 
ſame ſenſe, Rocks ; whence it is evinced unanſwerably, they in- 
tend nothing leſs then the ſupremacy of Peter, by thar glols, 
It were tedious to go through them all , we will only inſtance 
ſome teſtimonies of thoſe Fathers , of whom.our adverſarics 
do moſt brag , by which will appear the meaning of the reſt, \ 
The firſt is of Origines, traHat,1. upon Matthew, Quod)i p 
ſuper unum illum Petrum tantum exiſtimas ediſicart totam Ec | 
clefiam , quid difturws de Joanne filio tonitrui , & cApoſtt- 
lorum unoquoque ? quin aliqui num endebimus dicere , quod 
adverſus Petrum unam non prevaliture ſint porte inferornn, 
adverſus autem ceteros Apoſtolor, ac prefettos prevaliture * 
fint * ac nonpotius in omnibus & ſingulis eorum de quibus dittum 
eſt, fit Ulud quoddiGFum eft , & ports inferorum non prevalebunt 
adverſus eam, item illud, ſuper hanc Petram adificabs Ec- 
clefiam meam, No Father is more preſſed by 3eParmin, then f 
Origen, to prove that Peter was the Rock : and here ye 
have not only the teſtimony of 0rizen , that the =. 
poſtles were Rocks as well as Peter, bur alſo his probation of 
it. Firſt, he propones and ſtates the queſtion, Do ye think 
(fayeth he) thar thoſe words of Chriſt , pon this Rock Iwill 
build my Chuich, are ſpoken only to Peter 2 you are decet- 
ved, what (hal we then ſay of Fohn the ſon of thunder ? 
Sothenthe propoſition he undertakes to prove, is , that out 
Savior promiſed to build his Church upon all the Apoſtles, as 
Rocks: which he proves by this reaſon , becauſe it was ſaid ,” 
al { 


' » Book. Oftbe Biſhoprickof Peter. 39 
| 22 a!l, thegares of hell ſhal not prevail againſt it: anda little af” 
"rerthewords now cited, he adds'another reaſon, vi. becauſe 
he keys of the Kingdom of Heaven were given to all the A. 
oſtles as we!l as to Petey. : 
Bellarmin apſFtrs, Origen in this place ſpeaks allegorically, 
otherwiſe Won contradict himſelf in his 5. hom:ly upon 
L+ xodus ," Where he' calls Peter a great Foundation, and moſt 
2ſolid-Rock ;* upon whom the Church is built, 
Butit iS replycd, thereis no contradiction art all, for Petey 
may be Magnum fundementum & ſolidiſsima Petra, and yet 
not only the Foundation or Rock » forthe ſtate ofthe queſti- 
,0n 15 not, Whether Petey was the foundation and Rock, upon 
/hom the Church was built? But whether he be the only 
*Foundation and Rock upon which the Church is built 2 
Bellarmin inſtances , ſecondly , Thar this teſtimony of 073 - 
* gen conſiſts not with the words of Chriſt , Becaule they are 
only ſpoken of Perer, and underſtood of him ; Er20, this teſts- 
_—_ of Origen muſt needs be allegorical. But ir is anſ.vered, 
Allchough th: words of Chriſt were direted to Peter, yet 
Origen not only affirms, but proves by two unanſwerable rea- 
ſons , that the promiſe was madeto all , as well as Peter : Mo- 
: ſes (peaking of d4braham , affirms he bclieved in God, and ir 
was imputed to him for righteouſneſs : and yet the Apoſtle 
Paul applyes that to all the Faithful, which is no Allegory , but 
* Tropology , by whichageneral promiſe belonging to all, is 
- direQted ro one, Bellarmin ſhould take heed to reaſonthus; 
The words were direfled to Peter alone : Ergo, the promiſe was 
* made to bimalone: For if thispromiſe was made alone to Pe- 
ter, the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome is quite deſtroyed; 
lince it was not made to the Biſhops of Reme ; ſucceſſors of 
-— a= only madeto Peter , tro whom the words were di- 
reted. | 


Sellarmins third reaſon to prove the teſtimony of 0? _— 


£ 
+ 
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ta be allegorical, is this: If all the Apoſtles be foundations, 
or all the faichful, the whole Church would be foundation of 
it ſelf, ſince there are no other beſides to be the walls agd, the 
roof. But it is anſwered; Firſt, that the Church is built up- 
on all the faithful, becauſe it conſiſts of them z, and ſo Lyr«- 
us on Maithew 16. affirms, That the Charch dgth-not conf 
ip men of power , and dignity , either Secular, or Eecleſtaſtict : 
becauſe many Biſhops of Rome have been Apoſtats from the 
faith, 4nd therefore the Church conſiſts only of the faithful. Sc- 
condly , the Apoſtles arecalled foundations un a peculiar man» 
ner ; becaufe they founded the Church by preaching that Do- 
Atine received from Chriſt , and ſealcd it with their blood, 
Bellarmin objeRts laſtly 4d hominem, that Proteſtants affirm 
that Perer cannot be the Rock , becauſc he 15 a meer man : but 
ſaith he, that reaſon militats againſt any other mans being the 
Rock, Butitis anſwered, T har Proteſtants deny any man to 
be the Rock unleſs Chriſt, (ſtaining alone the whole burthen 
of the Church , as the Papiſts do of Peter: but they donot de- 
ny other men to be-the Rocks, in that ſenſe mentioned to Beb 
{armins third reaſon now mentioned. And thus much of 0ri- 
Lines, | 
| Another ofthe Fathers, one of Belarmins great confidence, 
is Cyprianus; who in his 27. Epiſtle, after he hach mentioned 
how Chriſt Gid to Peter, Thox art Peter, Fc. And I will givt 
wnto thee the keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven, He deduceth 
the Ordination of Biſhops from theſe wards , and the Go- 
vernment of the Church : Kr Eccieſie ſuper Epiſcoper confti> 
tagtur , of omnis atzs Eccleſia per toſdem prepoſitss gubernetur. 
Here Pamelizs himſclf acknowledgerh that Cyprian applyeth 
that promiſe of Chziſt, Upon this Rock 1 will build my Chweb, 
tO every Biſhop, and conſ{cquently- when Cyprianus calls Pe- 
ter the Rock z he cannot meanthe only Rock, or that P exer is 
Occumenick Biſhop, 


Pamelins 


_ 


£ 
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Pamelius anſwers, Albcit in this place Cyprianw applycth 


L that promiſe ol Chriſt, Upon thu Rock I will build my Chu) < 


| | to all Biſhops, yer, Epiſt. 55. he applycth it only to Perer, 


[3 
} 
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Burt it is replyed, although it be true, that Cyprianss, _ 55: 
makes mention only of Petey, yct it doth not follow he coth 
apply it only to Petey: it is falſe that Cyprianw affirms, cpilt. 
55. that ir can be applyed to no other theh Peter : fince 
himlelf in this place, epiſt. 27, applycth it tocvery Apoſtle 
or Biſhop. 

The third Father is Awgaſtinue, Epiſt, 165 . affirming, that 
when Chriſt direed thoſe words to Peter , Peter repre ſen- 


| ted by Figurethe whole Church : which he explains further, 


2 tract, 124. upon John, where after a long diſput he concluds, 


| 
, 


that the promiſe of Chriſt was made to the whole Church : 


' Whereby it evidently appears, that Petey in thoſe words is not 


* ordained Occumenick Biſhop, or the only Rock. In the 
> fame ſenſe Hilaring, on Pſalm 67. calls. all the Apoſtles own» 
q _ ſo Theodoretus and Remigine, on Pſalms 87. interpret 
>» Un 


» 
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ole words, fundementa ejus in montibus ſands , of all the 
Apoſtles and P rophets : likewiſe the Apoſtle Paul, Ephe. 
2. 30, calleth all the Apoſtles and Prophets foundations and 
Rocks. So the Apoſtle Fohn.ſcems to call them. Apocall, 21. 
By which it is evident, that thoſe Fathers calling P eter Rock 


* or Foundation , attributs no peculiar thing to him; which is 


= not common to others : and conſequently they mean no- 


_ leſs by ſuch expreſſions, then that he is Occumenick 

iſhop, | 

T boſe teſtimonies ſo evident. put Belarmin to his wits end. 

Let us hear and examine an admirable piece of Sophiſtry. 
Bellarmin , lib. 1. cap. 11. De Pont, Rom. anſwers , that all 

the Apoſtles may be called foundations three wayes. The firſt 

IS, becauſe they were the firſt who founded-Churches cvery 


where, The ſecond is , becauſe the Chriſtian DoQtr inc 0 
- = 


— 
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revealed tothem all, by God. The third, way is ,.by reaſon 
ot their goveraing the Churah, they werealttHeads,-Paſtors, + 
* and ReQtors of the Church: bye in the! firſt twe wayes, } © 
the Apoſtles were alike with Peter, Foundations and Rocks of 
the Church. Not in the third wsy « for-aldiough they: had 
all Plenitadimem poteſtat ic , plevitude of pomer , yet they bagit 
only as Apoſtles and Legars:. Peper had that, power ay ording 
Paſtor, bring head of the other Apoſtles ypon whom they 
depended : and this was the thing promiſed to Peter, in thale 
words, Thou art Peter,aud uponthis Rock 1 mill bajld my Church, 
Bur ir is anfivcred , Nothing can be more abfurd , more 
comradiQory ; or more entangling , then this diftinftiod of 
Bellarmins, We ſaid betpre that the truth of the Doctrine of 
the Church of Zome depended upon the Supremacy of the Bi. 
| ſhop of Rome, it again-upon the Supremacy of Peter , the 
ma. principal ground of which Syupremary , is, that promiſe of | * 
#f:1 Chriſt, 7hog art Peter, and. apan Shs Rok. 3 will butd my | 
Chaych, Thefenl of thoſe words conterring the Stpremacy 
upon Peter, depends upon this gloſs , put 'upan. thoſe words 
} by Belrwin , which i both agzinſt Amtiquiry and Rex 
and therefore we may conclude that the truth of the D 2&vioc 
| of the Modern Churchof Rewer, depends ugfon the fantafhick 
toſs of a Jeſuit, comradidting/all Antiquity ;andinconſitet 
with it elf, And frft, it is agginft Antiquity, becguſe rhey 
cannot give one inſtance from ancient Laterpreters. Counctly, | | 
and Fathers . giving ths gloſs upon thoſe worgs of our Sb | : 
vior, Upon thu Rock I will baild my Church : neither was cis 
glofs ever heard'of , or ſo much as dreamea of , | befare the 
| times of the Feſwits , after the Supremacy of the- Baſhop of 
Rome was openly aſſaulted Secancly . this glols is contra- 
| dicQory to it -It, By it Bellarmin intangles himfelf many ways: 
and firſt , he grants that all the Apoſtles were equally Rocks 
nd Foungations with Peter ,.. if the word Fouadetida be taken 
| in 


x 
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in-the firſt rwo ſenſes. Bur all the Fathers who expone the 
Apoſtles ro be foundations, arid Peter among the reſt, did 
notſo mach as dream df any other way , why Peres orthey are 
calledFoandations; but only of the firſt two, vis. in regard 
that they all alike founded Churches, preaching thar doQtrine 


* revealed unto them all alike, immediatly from God: and con- 
= ſcquently foundation in” Bebiarmnins third ſenle is a dream of his 
' own, by which he nay well confirm his diſciples , he will ne- 


ver convert Proſelytes, bur expoſe himſdlf to the ludibrions 
taxings of his adverſaries in making his own groundleſs fiction 
themain B«ſis of the ſupremacy of Peter; & conſequently ,of the 
Supremacy of theBiſhop' of Roxwe ( and conſequently of the 
Religion of the 3/#4ern Clintely of Rome : to which all niuſt 
be conform, under pain of damnation, according to that new 
article coined by the Council of Trem# : adding to that Ar- 
ticke of the Creed, Catholick Church , making it-Catho'ick Ro- 
manCharch, ' © | FP 

ame have ſhewed, That this third way of Foun- 
dation is a ion of Bellarmins, not drextned: of by the An- 
cients; which-althoagh icbe fuſficicnt to refare it, yet it refures 
itſelf by many comradidtions : Ard firſt , of ether Popiſh 
Doors - It gives unt6 all the Apoſttes plenttadinens po- 
teftatis, plenituare: of , in which ifeontradifts the T hools- 
gick Difionary of Altenſt4inz approved by authority of the 
Church of Reme : In which, Didtionar, Plen#udo portfrarts, is 
defined-not only ro be ordin1r, but en conferred 
by Chriſt only upon Perry , and his Succeffots: and that now 
formatitee of ſnbjeGivt ; it is: only ir the Biſlop of Rome : 
which'ivexpteſly conteadidtedt by Bellarmin, whe attributs 
& to all the Apoſttes , ' preſſed by the evident teſtimonies of 
_ Fathers, ſceing the gloſs ofthat Diftorarro-beagtinſt 

ntlquity, ye 0: 3 - i. —_— ds $4 x vol t 
Thndly., . Though Ry Runthedih7 yok 
2 0 


44 Thegrand Impoſtor diſcovered, Party, 


of that Dictionary in actributing to all the Apoſtles that ple» 
nit ade of power z yet he contradicts himſelf, ingiving tg #e- 
ter 2 greater power thin they had « it flzeth the edge of the 
quickeſt reaſon, to conceive any power greater then pleni:ude 
of power : and therefore it is a lat contradit:oa to affirm: 
that although all the Apoſtles have plenityle of power, yet 
they depcnd upon Perer, as their bead :which is as much to (ay, 
as all the Apoſtles have thar power, then'which none can have 4 
g:earer : an yet Petey hatha greater powtr thenthey, « 
Laſtly, Bellarmin affirms that Peter hath plenitude of power, 
42s ordinar Paſtor, the other Apoſtles as excraordinar 41d Le- 
22+ to Peter : in which he intangles himſelf in a ewofold 
contradiction, For to omit that diſtintion of ordinar and 
extraordinar Paſtor amongſt th& Apoſtles, is a fition of 
his own (the whole ſtream of Angziquity avouwing all the A- 
poſtles to be extraordinar Paſtors, Peter as well as the reſt) 
Firſt, he makes the other Apoſtles above Peter, ſince exrra- 
ordinar P aſtors are preferred to ordinar Paſtors; the Apoſtle 
Paslenumerating the hierarchy ot the Church, Epheſ. 4 purs 
extraordinar Paſtors in the firſt place, vis. Apoſt es, Pro. 
hets,. and Evangeliſts, before Paſtors and Doors : and fo 
le contradicts himſelt, in affirming , that extraordinar P4- 
tors depend upon Peter, asthcir heed, whom he makerh ordi- 
nar Paſtor, | C 3-4 
Secondly , He contradicts himſelf in making the other A- 
poſtles Legatsto Peter, and to omit, he doth ſo withour any 
ground ( having no authority, but his own affertion) hein- 
tangleth himſelf in his reaſon: for he hath no other reaſon where: 
fore the other Apoſtles are Legats to Peter: bur only be- 
cauſe the word A=*59.0 Apoſile,in the original imports one who 
is ſent in commiſſion; which is all one with 2 Legat, But 
Bellarmin will not deny , that Peter in that ſenſe is 
Legat allo, 'becauſe heis/an Apoſtle ; and ſo Terer-will be 
b L.egat 


Legat toPeter, which is perfect none-ſen(s, and contradiction. 


Bellarmin borrowed this. diſtinion of ordingriand ,extraars 7 
dinar from Sanderus , that famous. Eygiifh:Feſuit {who with' * 


his Country-man Stupleton invented mote newdiſtiactions to 
uphold the ſupremacy of, the Biſhop af. Rome ,- then all.the 
D.ors of the Church beſide) Sanderws, proves Peterto be 


ordinar , and the other Apoſtles, ta be extraordinar, lib, 6. 


cap. 9. of his Monarchy. Thus, . F - ' 

Ordinar is ealled ſo trom ordey., but in order; that is ficſt 
which is moſt ancient ; fince nothing can be firſt, before that 
which is firſt : buc Peter was the firſt, upon whom Chriſt pro- 
miſed!s burld his Church , and tg, give hiv. the. power, of the 
keys : Ergo, they were given ty Peter alone., For albeir after- 
wards they were given to all the A files: yet Chriſt 01d not 
rey ock what he had given firſtto, Peter :. and thefore Perer is 
ordinar Paſtor, and the vther A oftles ext: aordinar, gs 

Byt it is anſwered , This argument of Sanders preſuppons 
many things as granted, which 476 Cither unce! tain, Or no- 


4 


roriouſly talſe; Sccohdly,” albeit his'fippolitions were true, 


they do not conclude, his affertion'; that P#ey is ordinar 


Paſtor, having Juriſdition over thereſt; as'e&traortinar: He 
who would ſee how that 'Sophiſtry of Spderus is retexced at 


large, let him read Chamery, rom. 2; 116; 11." cap. 5. nom, 27. 


ro the en& of the thapter, chefibbRance of which' is this:* * 


Firſt ,-He ſuppons, that as 6#di#ar, whick is firſt; thar* 


exiraordimar which is laſt, Bur ordinar j<raken ( among Di- 
vines, (peaking of Church Officers) for that Office which is 
perpetual : extraordinar, forthar which is fora time. So in 
inthe 0/4 Teflament, Prieſteand Levits were ordinar, Prophets 
extraordinar O fhcers +: and under the New Teſtament ;" Bi- 
ſhops, Preſbyrers, and Deacons, and Doctors , are ordinar Oth+ 
cers; Apoſtles, Evangeliſts extraordinar, = xD 
Secondly, \Though rhe-diſtinion of Sarflerws;} in'thit 


{enle 
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ſeaſe of ordinar and: extraordinar were granted ; his affer. 
tionis uncertain , yea rather notoriouſly falſe : he ſnppons 
* that Perer firſt'dbtained the power, of b1#d1ng, loofing, and 
feeding the Flee of Chyiſt : bat thatis nncertain , for rhefe 
words of Chriſt exhibit (nothing to Peter for the p:eſem, 
but only promiſeto give him that power of rhe Keys, and 19 
build bis Church non bins © heather was that promiſe madero 
Peter alone, bur to all the Apoſtles , as partly hath been 
provedalteady, but more fully ſha! be proved, cap. 6. and g, 
and therefore- the ſuppoſition of Sanders is uncertain and 
faite. - C | 
Thirdly, Albeit his ſuppoſition were true, it is incon. 
ſequent, 2nd proveznothitig; for albcic our Savior had ex- 
hibited firſt ro Peter, Oe pefotiiaare of thoſe promiles, or 
the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven: it doth not follow that 
Peter was” ordinar h#d4d and Paſtor of the other Apoſtles, 
having Juriſdiction over thent: and rthar they. wereextra- 
ordinar, depending upon Petey as their kead: as is declared 
by rhis fimilicude, a Colledgeof Judges conſiſting of ſuch 
a number, have afterwards more added to their number : 
it doth not follow, thatthaſe who were firſt conſtituted, are 
rers” ys 2 , and the others. cxtraordinar; ; much lels, 
that thoſe who were firſt conftitated, have Juriſdiction over 
thoſe who-were laſt : which is moſt evident in the common 
wealth of the Romans, in which at firſt there were only tour 
Pontifices, but that number was after doubled : at firſt, only 
a hundrcth Senators under.the Kinzs, but that number was 
tripled by Bratus ,. and augmented: alwoſt infinicty by Em- 
perors.. At frſt, there was-only one Preter, next, two, one 
forthe Ciry,an other for Strangers: Laſtly,cvery Province 
had a Pretor, But none will deny thatthoſe Pontificer, Se- 
nators., Precem, tad aymudch tower: as thoſe'who werefivſe 
| conſtirut 
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conftitut, And 'this much of thoſs Fares interpreting 
the Rock tobe Perer, 


CHAP. VI 


Tu 8 Petros, Diſputed from the: Teſtimonies of Popiſh 
' Doors and Pops themſe/ues,. 


N' the former chapters we bave diſputed, Fes Perws, (the 
principal foundation of the ſupremacy of Pe Peter,of the Bi- 
ſhop of Rome, and Faith of the Moderg RpmanC CRY) 


| byr reaſon & antiquity: of which ous dealer bryg 0 
elp 


ecially of antiquity. Now wow MeSmng c £xp9k 
of thoſe words, by the teſt\monicy of-Po = 
GQors, | terpreting that promile of 6hed 8 0d thu robe 1 
wil build x Gale SO HALEY Rack is "ee mgegned Retgr 4! 
all,.or at ri I alone; by.w Ng eh ngs. ai Pear, 
109 of thale words 149; Para Jppry 
yedby, the M 104 Church of gn Corel pl 
acainſt all Antiquity , abd angw deyi ate, = 
bl EH Rome, ;mecell 


communion with, that Char $A ip ap ig 
of the Creed 3g! ages alvgtion, - rp MB) : 
will 6/4 10n isthis, they, |: braggmubhat fi a. 


mong themſelves ; bur Wl wll-app. a BY 
theres no greater dilcor gll dl; , mi he 


Church of Rowe, 4axing Nu he 2 WAY clie, 
inthe jnterperaBion of oe. tgon; PHT as Fo 
ny Church :. which words: are. DG, fo vil .If,nox, _ 
foundation of the Modern Roman Faith:: and It 5.59 


ſerved, that thoſe who intesprer the Reck to be Pergr gnly,' and, 
tax others of their pwn grafeſſion he.ftc,. agburgfyctterr 
day, in, conpariſon of the ox ers, w odepy i 6,;.and finge-s 
others who deny it, are alſo bur of yeſterday, in compariſon 
O 
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of Antiquity , it is evident, that this interpretation of -Peters 2 
alone being the Rock is a new deviſed cheat co. eſtabliſh the ty. 
ranny of the Biſhop of Rowe, not known to the Ancients, 

We ſhewed inthe former chapters, that ſome of the Fathers 
interpreted the Rock to b: Chriſt,cap 4. Others the faith of Pe 
ter , cap."5. . and thoſe who interpreted the Rock to be Peter, 
Ro nothing, leſs ; then hewas the only Rock ; and in theſe 
words orgained Occumenick Biſhop. We will diſtinguiſh rhe 
teſtimonies of thole following Pops , and Popiſh Doors in 
three Claſſesaccordingly : the firſt is, of thoſe intepreting the 
Rock to be CL: The ſecond, of thoſe interpreting it 
the confeſſion of Prter,, The third. of thoſe denying. Peter to 
be the only Rock; of which in order. « 

The teſtimonies of the firſt claſs arethoſe following ; Grege. 
rivs Biſhop of Rome , in Job, lib. 31. cap. 19. in ſacro eloquis 
com ſingulari” numero Peirs nominatuy , quis aliys quam Chri- 
ſtu atcipitur 4 Panls atteffante , qui ait , Petra erat Chriſtm. 
This teſtimony of a Biſhop of Xome, and a Sairit ja the Roman 
Calendar is unanſwerable,proving that in histime;theRock was 
expounded not to be Petey, but Chriſt alone : which he not 
only affirms , bur ptoves by this reaſon, vi7. when'ever Rock 
is fnentioned in Scripture in the (ingular number, none other 
isto beunderſtood but Chriſt * and whereas thoſe Sophiſters 
objeR, that Gregorias is not ſpeaking of thoſe words of Chriſt, 
Upon this Rock I will build my Chard] , becauſe he proves it by 
the words of Paul, 'the Rock was Chriſt , who is ſpeaking of 
that, Rock,ffom which Moſes made water iſſue. It is anſwered, 
Albtir thar be true, thar Paul's only ſpeaking of that Rock 
yet itisfa\ſe;'xhat Gregory ſpeaks on'y of that Rock : his words 
are, where ever 'in Scripture. Rock is mentioned in the ſingular 
number , it fipuifith none but Chriſt, But in theſe words of 
our Savior, Uponcthis Rock I will build. my Churth, Rock is 
mentioned' in ' the” ſingular 'number., Ergo , according to 
| 1. ot” Gree o- 


"RBook-r, Of the Biſboprich of Peter. 49 
I cregorine the: Rock in: thefo words is: only-Chaiſt and pot. Peter 
at all, a 6! \ = 
*® The ſecondteſtimony is of A»jelmas , who lived iathe 12, 
2 Century , who writing upon thele words, ſpeaks, as. follo- 
weth , Super hane Petr am , idve/t,, Super ewe. adificabe Eccleſram 
* meam. Quaſi dicat : feats P ebrnr ame Þ gd, uhiemes mibi re- 
© ſavetur fundamenti digu#45.. Sd th, cut £20 emmatort, cone 
feſ[ori mes Participium mei yeminis dedi., Supen me ſundumen- 
tum mnndes lapides ordinabis.. This teſtimony is alſo moſt 
evident, in which Chriſt is exprdlly interpreted to-be.che Rock, 
* and Peter denyed tobe the Bw, Allwhich is given 26 Peter, 
© is, tobuild the faithful upon Chaiſt:as. the Rock 2 viRz by 
b pong and ſcaling rhe Goſpel with his blood: as! was ſhewed 
- Ore, | 
Lyranu upon the ſame words , Et ſuper banc Petram , quam 


2 confeſſ tr, id eſt ſuper Chyiftaro, In which words he egprefly 


* interprets.ghe Rock to be Chriſt. . He lived, 4nas 1320, whete- 
by it. appears it wasno azticle of Faith inhis dayes to, interpret. 
the Bock tobe Peter. tad = . 
* The Interhincar Gloſs upon CHMatthew 16. 18, Petram. id 
eſt, Chriflum in quem cred#. : That is, by Rock is meancd' Chrift 
iu who Peter believed: but thisGloſs: was approved by the 
mg ann nr F bo 
nes Atboreins Theyſoph. lib. 5. cap.y. Etclefpa fandata e 

; ſuper Petram, & non ſuper Feirum, The Church peſo _ 
| the Fock, and not upon Peter, | 

Pettus de Alliaco Cardinal, in Recommend, [acre Scripture, 
he lived, amv 1400. bis teſtimeny-in the ſaid place is this; 
Non videtar quodin Petra Petris,, ed in Petra Chriſt ſit in- 
teligendus, de quoagit Apoſtolus , Petra antem erat Chriftus. 
It # not like that the Church « founded upen the Rock Peter, but 
upon the Rock Chriſt, as the Rock & taken- by the Apoſtle Pal, 
when he affirmeth the Rock was Chrift. The ſame Author ib. 2. 

G 


Tp 


£ | 
-- - 


. 
Il 


50 Theerand Impoſtor diſcovered. Book:, 


cap. 13+ of his concordance, Per Petram Chriſtum, quem. con. 
feſſme eſt, intelligimus , by the Rock we undcrſland Chiif 
om Peter confel/ed.”' - 

Pereriue, lib-2. in Daniel ,alchougha Jeſuit affirms, 9uis 
Chriſtu ef Petra , ſuper quam {undata eſt & ſoſtentatur Eccle. 
fia'r  ideoque nullo wnquam tempore , nullaque vi labefath. 
rio everti poterit + quin imd , 'nec ports inferi adverſus tam 


prevalebumt, ' In which- words he gives a reaſon , wherefore - 


the gares ot hell ſhal norprevail againſt che Churchz vi. be- 
cauſc Chriſt is the Rock upon which it is buile : -And thus 
much'ot the teſtimonies of thoſe Popiſh Doctors, interpreting 
the Rock to be Chriſt. And fince ſome of them lived-very late- 
ly, it is evident, that the interpretation of the Rock tobe Te 
ter, is but 2 new deviſed cheat. Now followeth the ſeeond 
Claſs. 

Ofthoſe Popes and Popiſh DoRors interpreting the Rock 
to be the *Baith or Confeſoh of Peter, The firſt teſtimony 
is of Adrjanus Primus, who lived in the cighth Century, 
Anno 772. orthereaboutsz who in his Epiſtle tothe Biſhops 
of Spainand France, recorded in the Acts of the Council of 


Erankfoord, hath theſe words: Super hanc Petram, quan con 


feſſms es, & 4 qua vocabuli -fortitus es dignitatem , ſuper Ranc (1. 
lidar fidei Eccleſjam mam adificabo. By which words two 
things appear; The firſt is, That the (Church is built in bis 
opinion , upon the Conteſhonof Peter, The ſecond is, That 
thoſe who call the Rock Chriſt, and thoſe who call it the con: 
feſſion of Peter , mean both one thing : ſince he expreſly af- 
firms, 'That the Rock. is === the objective Confeſſion of 
Petey, or »— that which Petey confelſed, viz, Chriſt, whichis 
all one, as ifhe had called-Chriſt the Rock, 

The ſecond teſtimony of Innocent third , who lived Anno 
1290, or thereabouts, In. his Epiſtle to the Biſhop of Frexce, 
concerning Petrus Abtilardai, which Epiſtle is mentioned by 
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Otto Friſingenſis, lib. 1. cap 84. degeſtis Frederics primi” 
Beats Petrus Apoſiodorum Princeps , pro eximia hujus fidet 
confeſſione andire meruit , Tu ts, inquam, beatns Petrus, & 
ſuper hanc Petram edificaho E ccleflams meam: Petram utique 
firmitatem fidet , & Catholice unitatss ſoliditatem ory 
deſignans : The ſum of which words1s, thar our Savior, by 
hanc Petram, or the Rock, means the-firmnels and ſolidity 
of Peters Faith, kNnes ; 

The third teſtimony is of Adrianus quiztus, Biſhop of 
Rome, who lived abour 1279. in his epiſtle to Frederick the 
Emperor, recorded by Radivicw Friſingenſis , lib. 1.cap.3. 
nem in Apoſtolice Confeſcionis Petra non ambigimus per Det 
eratiam ſolidatum , where the' Rock is expreſly- called the 
thing which Petey conteſſed, | 

The teſtimony of the fourth Biſhop of Rome is of Nicolans 
ſernndus , who lived about an#0o-1060.+ His teſtimony is re. 
corded by Gratianus , Diſtintt. 22. cap. 1. Romanam Eccle. 
fiam ſolus illg edificavit, & ſuper Petram fidei mox naſcentis 
erexit , that is, the Church was built upon the faich of Perey, 
then budding, 

And thus much of the teſtimonies of four Popes or Biſhops 
of Rome interpreting the rock to be the faith of Peter: to 
which may be addedreſtimonies of the moſt learned Noors 
of that Church-, as the Gloſlator of the Decrets , diſtini?, 
19. (ap, Ita Dominus Joannes de Turre Cremata, lib.2. cap, 
102, Of 112,71 ſumma de Fecleſia, Dionyſtus Carthuſianus, 
who lived 1466. in his Commentaries upon Matthew 16.18. 
Gorranus upon the ſame place, andalſo Titelemans and Braſ- 
mus ; all which exprefſly interpret the rock to be the confeſ- 
fon of Petey :it isneedle's to {er down their words, fince their 
teſtimonies are granted. : 

The third Claſs 'of Popiſh- Doctors: is of | thoſe, 
who, although Peter were granted to -be the rock, 


yet they deny him to be the only rock, upon which the 
| G2 Church 
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wit Church was builr-: end who call other Apoſtles rocks and 
1, "+ foundations as wel as Peter. (Theteſtimonies arc few, but the 

8 eivers of themare moſt notable Men:the moſt famous Door 
| thavever the Churchof Rome could brag of. The firſt is the 
With reſtimony of Lombardw , Maſter of the ſentences , the firl 


_”_— Founder ot School-divinity among the Latins, 5 Damaſcenu 
| amongſt rhe Grecians : = bn interpreting thoſc words ot Pſalm 
: 87. Fundamenta ejus in montibus ſanctis, attirms, that all the 
| Prophets and Apoſtles arc foundations. 
The ſecond tcftimony is of Nicolaus Cuſarus , that (1 
k mous Cardinal, whom Eſpenſeus, lib, 2. de 4dorat, Eccleſia, 


| and Ents Silvixe afterward Biſhop of Rome , both com- 
mend as-one of the-ableſt 'Divines that ever the Charch of 
Reme produced, His firſt teſtimony is 21. diſt. in novo 24, 
queſt, rt. Sed ſclmus quod Petrus nibilplus poteſtatis 4 Chriſt 
if accepit aliis eApoſto'is , but we know that Peter got no more 
F' /0 power from Chriſt then the reſt of the Apoſtles : and like- 
| wile, lib. 2. cop.'13. concordis Catholice , wherg he hath this 

| notable reſtimony, Er quenqu«m Petro dictum # twes Petr, 
—$; Petriu per Petram lapis fundamenti Eccleſie in eligi 

| dcberet, tunc ſecundum $. Hirronymum ita ſamiliter alii 4* 

iy poſtoli fuerunt lapides, eApecal. 21, In which words he cx- 


preſly affirms, and proves that the other Apoſtles were Rocks pl 
4 as well as Peter, which he provesby the teſtimony offie- +» 
t ON ymus, | | 
| And thus much of that famous paſſage, tw es Perrus, of 
which ſo- much noiſe is made no'v a days : which alchoughit 
$ | be che principal place upon which the ſupremacy of Peter, 
s | ofthe Biſhop of Rame , and the Faith of the Modern Church 
I of Rome is built: Yet you (ce what little cauſe. they have to 


brag of Antiquity ; ſince none of the Ancients interpret 
Peter to be the Rock, and alſo whar litrle cauſe they haveto 
brag of Qaity, {1 nce thoſe who interpret Peter to be the 


Rock 


rand, 
. «a. 4. «4c Op E_— OO a. = = _ 
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F x4 only , are contradicted not only by the moſt learned 
Notors of their own-Church, but aiſoby 6x/Popes, Felix3. 
Gregor) i, ddrianus 1. Nicolaus 2, Inmcentus 4, Adrienss 5, 
And notwithſtanding that their Popes are now eſtemed by 
* them infallible Judges of cantroverſtes, yet Pighius and Ba- 
” ronius , who interpret the Rock tobe Peter only , tax all 
= thoſe ſix Popes of ignorance , madneſs, as we ſaid hefore : if 
doth <Maldanatys de Palentia, and other of their DoRors, 
whoſe teſtimonies is needleſs to be mentioned, ſince they 
® cannot without impudence be denyed, 


CHAP. VISEk 


of Matthew 16, 19. Of the Keys of the Kinedom 
of Heaven, 


; = © hath been prolixly diſputed, the firſt argu. 


ment of our adverſaries, proving P eter robe'Qecu- 
, | menick Biſhop : wiF. bec:uſe ( as they. pretend) 
our Savior promiſed 10 build the. Church .upon. him 
F 45,4 Rock, verſe 13, Now fulloweth their ſecon'{ argument, 
* _> wi becauſcour Savior promiſed to give tohim»3he Keys of abe 
* Kingdomof Heaven, verſe 19. Butitis uninimoully;anfwe- 
#-red by Proteftants , thatin thoſe words, the Keys of the King- 
* domef Heaven, our Savior doth not mran univerſal Furiſ- 

| Jiftion over the Church: And leſt it ſhould ſeem ta-be 2 
2+ wiltul denyal, they give theſe following rexſons, why \Þ eter 
't A isnor ordained Oecumenick Biſhop intheſe wards? Or why 
”, 7 the,k:ys of the Kinzdom of Heaven , infert no univerſal Ju- 
< _*.riſditionover the Church in the perſon of Peter a'one? 'The 


to (fiſt reaſon isthis, the power of th: keys is only a forgiving or 
Y aremitiing of ſons » or not remitting them : or. 4 binging and 


pforſfing » as appenrs by the teſtimony of Augu/ti»us in his 52+ 
he 7Treatiſe upon Fohn 3 Of 7 Feopbylatys on Mathew 16. 19. 
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of Anſe/mur,; ibid, Bur none calls in que tion, but binding and 
weſng, is a diff -rent thing from the poiver o! an Oecumenick 
ſhop. 

Belarwin inſtances, /ib, 1. cap. 13, de pont. Roms. that the 
keys of the. Kingdom of Heaven, is univerial Furiſdition over 
the whole Church : which he proves by three ar2nments, 
The firſt is, from the Mctaphor of keyes, /ſaieh 22, 
where » hebna. isthreatned ts have the keys of the Temple taken 
from him, to be givento Eliakim : that is, ſaith Bellarmin, 
the government TT, Temple, or of the houſe of God, 

Bur it is anſwered , Bellarmin is grealy milſt:ken, ſor, 
according to'the Hebrew, Shebna vas not Prefect of the 
Temple, but only of the. Kinz;s.hou'e ; Be{armin is deceived 
by the Latis verfion, turning it Taberna: le, whereas Aben E=ra 
calls it, Mdſter of the Kings houſe, the Septuagints, na50;»ur, 
and. they call Shebna, 7awiss , that is, Treaſavrer, or Maſter- 
houſhold : that is the true interpretation, as appears by 
Kings 2. cap. 18, in which place Elrakim ( who {ucceeded.to 
Slebns in thatcharge ) is called -by the Septuagints, wmmeys:, 
economus, or Maſtir-hiuſhold, Shebns is called theie a Scribey 
which place he obtained aftcr the keys of the Kings houſe 
were taken from him, and given to Ehakim. However it is a 
very bad argument of Bellarmins, When $Shebns had the keys 
of the Kings houſe, the government of the howſe was taken 
from him, when they were taken away: Ergo, When Peter got 
the keys of the Kinzdom-of Heaven from Chriſt, he was male 
ſole govern of the whole Church, Bellarmin ſhould obſerve, 


that keys are given ſomerime-y an Inferior to a Superior: & 
although that bc bur anew invention or ecremony , yet itis 
an acknowledgement of authority z as when a King entring 
a Town, the kcys-are delivered to him: But when keys 
are given by a Superior toan In'crior , chief Jurifdition is 
ao waycs denoted,- But Bellsrmin will not deny that Chriſt 

was 
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was Superior to' Pirer t And whercas it is objeed, thet 
Chrilt hath the key ff David inthe Apocalyps, that is juiil- 
dition of the Church, lt is-anſwered, the caſe is dife- 
rent :none calls the juriſdition of Chrilt in queſtion, neither 
had he the keys fron) any greater then himſelf. 

Bela mins ſecond argument is , That the keys import 
_ and loofing't that is , vnftidtimg of puniſhment , 
and diſpenſing with obligations of the Law , which is 
ſupream JuriſdiRion over the Church : And * c6nle- 
_y , Peter in theſe words is jnſtirited Otcumenick 

iſhop. | | gel fil 

But it is anſwered ,' That binding and looſing import no 
ſupream JuriſdiQion , as appears by its being commonto all 
the Officers of the Church as well as to Peter : it conſiſts 
in bidding , forbidding , puniſhing by Spiritual Cenſures, and 
Relaxattons ton , Which are common to all Church- 
Officers, 2s ſhal immediatly be proved. . | | 

Tn the third place , Belarmim proves that our Savior, pro. 
miſing toPeter the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, promi- 
ſed to: him alone the government of the whole Church , by 
the teſtimonies of Fathers. The firſt teſtimony of Chr 
ſoftomus, hom, 55. on cAatihew, affirming , that to Peter the 
whole world was commuted, and that he was made head and 
Paſtor of the whole Churth,. 

But it is anſwered , [rt is falſe , that either Chryſoſtomus 
affirms, the whole world was commitred to Peter , or, that be 
was head of the Church : Bellarmin followeth the corrupt 
verſion of TrapeZuntivs,in which he ſophiſticats manitoldly: 
the w6rds of Chryſoſtom are (comparing Hieremas with Peter) 
Luemadmodum pater Hieremam alloqueys dixit: Inſtar colune 
enee, Of 'murt poſui eum : ſed illum quidem uni genti : hunc 
vero tots orbj : Intheſe words Chryſoſtomivs is comparing the 
Prophet with-Petey, as the Lord (ith he) par Hieremas as 
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«wall of brafs 16; 0m Natian, vizathe Jews :Je Peter was wage 
4 wall of braſs ts the whole waridy, Brat Clhryofortipetks: no 
a wotd of Hicrerns/a; being (eyover the Fews with Junſdictivn; 
and coaſcquently, if the compariſon ho dy} Peter was noefer 
over the whoke world with, Juniſdi&ion,z, which is the firſt 
(ophiſtry af Bellermis , following Trepgenntins, in. ftead of 
Tlengip evringaſnit endo, placed him. Traheauttingy renecr 
fait ſet him over, which is not.ia the, Appodeſis of Perer. The 
ſecond corruption is, that TrapeXontivs adds of his own, Cujes 
caput piſcator homo , whoſe head. wag a Fiſher-man: 1t is truc 
reed, alittle before theſe words, Chryſoftom calls Peter Þ a- 
for of the- Church ; but thay's nothing x9 an.Occumenick Bi- 
thop: for any Apoſtle may be called Paſtor of the Church, 
as ſhal be proved afterwards in this Books. + | 
Bellarmins (cond teſtimony is of. Gregorius Magnus, lib, 4, 
Epift. 33. Where ſpeaking of Pecer he afficms, the care of 
the whole Church ws committed to. bim..,. aud that he; was 
Prigce of «he Apoſtles, Bur. it is anſwered, Ini, what 
ſenſe Gregorius affirms , (o ſhal be ſhewed at length reac 
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where it ſhal be proved fi ſt, that others were called Princes 1 


the Apoſtles beſide Peter : and that the care of the whole;Chus 
was committed to others alſy who were not Occumenick Bd» 


| Secondly , the impudence of Bellarwiwis very great, inobs 
jcRing this place of Gregoriws , in which he is thundering wit 
great execrations, and deteſtation againſt. any , who takeeh 
upon him the tittle of Occumenick Biſhop,z colin that title 
new, Pompatick, Blaſphemous againſt the mandats of Chriſt the Cao 
nass of the 4poſles,aud Conſtitutions of the Churel;AgdAamong 
other reaſons againſt that title of univerſal Oecumenick Biſhop, 
he obje&s this as One : If any took upon him that title, Peter 
had reaſon to take it : buy be had not that tittle, althaugh the 


care of thewbole Churchtv@ commited to him: then this jmpu- 
dence 


[D_ TD” eo T7 


dence of 3ellsrmis no greater can be imaginable t Gregory 6x. | 
pteſly denycsit to follow, that Peterwes antverſel py, *" 
Biſhop , althongh the care of the whole Ghnych was committed to 
him : Bellarmin mutilats his paſſage,and makes him eonclude, 
that Peter was nuiverſal Apoſtle or Biſhop , becauſe the care of the 
whole Church was committed to. bim. He cites this part'of Gre- 
cories aſſertion.,,the care of the whole Chuteh was committed 
ro-Peter': but heſupprefſeth the other halFofhis aſſertion; chat 
Peter was not wniverſal Apoſtle, and moſt impudently fathers 2 
contradidtory concluſion uponGrepory; Ergo, Petey was Otcu- 
menich Biſhop. And thus. much-of whe firftreafon, wherefore 
Proteſtants deny, thar the powerof the keye#imports-nd uni- 
verſal Juriſdi&ion' of Petey alone over the Charcly, + 
Their ſecond reaſon is this, Beeauſe #5e'Koyes of 1 he Kingdoms 
of Heaven were given to others befides Peter, which- they 
prove; Firſt by Scripture, next by*Fathers, 'The paſſages of 
ipturearetwo. Thefirſt is, CIs; 181 3!'Fevily Toy amts 
qou, Whaiſotver ye ſhal bind ow earths,” ſhil be bound in heavey: 
andwhatſecver 5t looſe on earth, ſhal be lioſed ib hexven, Theſe. 
cand{place is in Jeb.20, 23. Whoſeſoewerfons v7 remit theyare re. 
avitted wnto them, aud oleſefrover us yeredein,they irerercined, 
Bellermin anfwers,' That two plaecs'now cited haye- 
not-the' (amo mraningavich Ifatthew 16, rg7 He grancy char r 
the dif .is ſomewhar preſſing” of thew18. 18. but. 
there isnodifficulry at a!l (ſaith he ) in John 20, 23. which he 
proves by three Arguments, The firſt is this in 3ratthew 
16.-19. The Keyes are promiſed to Peter withont any particular 
determinatiin, byt in. Johw, they wedeterminutedinthe forgive. 
neſs of (fives = pug en ir of, ft er ob. 
g 


jets, then im promuncing meu guilty of fin, or abfolviag them 

from ſin, as in mating of lews, and diſpenfing with them, © 
Bur it is an( , That the Farhiers expounding thoſe 

words, hat everye foal bind oh earth}, &c.- Mitthew 16. 1g, 
H refers 
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referrs that place only rothebiading and looſing of lin.” $9 
Anzuftinus, traftas, 124: 0n Forn.: Eccleſia,” que fundatur is 
Chriſto, Claes ab earegniCaloram accepit in Petro, i1 et, pote- 
ſtatem þ an \ ſalvendique peccata, In which words he ex- 
prolly afheims, Thatthe keyes committed to Petey, confilted 
in the binding and loo{ing of ſin, 

Secondly . Theophylattus. on Matthew 16. expreſly affirms, 
What was given to Peter in that place, was given to all the Apo. 
files, Fohn 20, . He ſaith. indeed, They were promiſed only to 


Peter, Matthew 16. (Chriſt direting hu ſpeech only to Peter ) but 
they were giventoall : If ye ask when? (faith he) ir anſwered, 


when he ſaid, Whoſe ſoever ſins ye forgive,alluding to Fobs 30, 
e's w{n, affirms, That the pL. of - the 
keyes conſiſts alſo inmeking of Laws, he faith nothing ar all, 
except he prove that Petey had more authority. thea the other 
Apoſtles in thax particular of making Laws, oF 
Rellarmins ſecond Argument,to provethe {ame thing is not 


promiſe; to Peter, Matthew 16; which is given to the other A+ 


poſtles., Faho1 206 is this,' in Matthew it is (aid to Perer, 
Whomſotver thou (bals bind, &c. Butir is faid cothe other A- 


poſtles in John, Whoſe [pever ſins ye retain., &c. But to bind; is" 


more then #9.retain;. for,yo retarn , is ro. kave x man inthe 


ſame candition ye..find him ; but to- b:nd,, is to impoſe new: 


muy upon him by-cxcommunication,. interdidting , and 
w +. - 5 


— 


Bur itis anſwered - This Argument of: Bellarwins is.of no. 


moment : becauſe, according to the conſtant phraſe of Scrip- 
ture, Forgiving of '< 
oppolits, retaining of fin, binding 8 finner are all one. 


bind men for their fing only, it is. neceſſar , that ch: fin being 

forgiven, they are looſed : \or. elſe that theyare ſtill-reraine 

it they be not Jooſed, Burt itis abſurd to affirm that anys ſins 

arc forgiven, aad yer.zertained : . for, Belarmin.(cems to gr" 
1 


. 
LY 


ns, 4nd looſing of. fins arc all gney WS their - 


ince we : 
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-of that diſtinAion , vi7, remiſſion of fault, and remiſrion of 

. puniſhment, that is, the fault may be forgiven, but nit the pu- 
#iſoment : Burt this diſtinRion is rain, and belongs nothing to 


this place, Befarmin ſeems toimporr, that the Prerogative of 
Peter is, to have power of remitting any of them, or both of them, 
which the other Apoſtler have not : whercin he is topped firſt 


-by Cyrillus, upon <Mattbew 16. who attributs the full power of 


binding and looſing to the whole Church + which he-proves in 
that inſtance ct the inceſtuous Corinthian, Secondly, he is 
topped by 4q»ines, afficming that every Miniſter binds in ye 
fu fine the Sacrament of the Church to thoſe who are #nivorthy, 
4 looſeth » when he admits them to it, Thirdly, the Interlinear 
Gloſs upon Matthew 16. affirms that finsare forgiven and re- 
tained by two keycs of power and remiſrion. 

Bellarmins third argument,proving that Fohn 20. and Mar. 
thew 16. are not alike,is this; -becauſe;faith he,in Fohn 20, 70- 
wer of forgiving fins,by the Sacrament of Baptiſm of Penitence 
only conf nthe apoſtles: which he proveth by the au- 
thority of Chryſoſlom , and Cyrilus upon this place, Foh# 20. 
and alſo of Hicrenymws, Queſt. g, ad Hedibia, 

Bur it is anſwered, Firſt, Thoſe Fathers affirm indeed, that 
Power of forg tving of fins in Baptiſm is given in this place : bur 
itis fatſe which Bel/armis affirms , that it is only given andno 
more, "For orgiving of ſons is but the half vf the Pawer COn- 
ferred by Chriſt upon the Apoſtles in thi#place, fince refain- 
ing of ſins is alſo given untothem. Secondly, Fathers referr to 
Baptiſm that /oofing given toF eter,” Hatthew16, So Cypri- 
anus, epiſtle 53. where he diſputs, that forgiving of ſins in Bap. 
tiſm i proper tothe Paſtors of the Church : which he proves;firſt, 
by Peter who got that power, Matthew, 16.'1 9. aid alſo by 
the other Apoſtles, ro whom our Savior ſaid, Phoſe ſins ye 
forgive, &c, John20. Yea Gaudemtius in theTirſt day of his 


-ordination, expreſly athirms., that the gatebof the Kingdom of 
H 2 


braven 
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hearen art opentd wo atbuy mayes, then by Bapti|m and abſelution: 
2nd thus much of the imilitude of Jobvao; with Mathew 15, 
By what we have ſaid, it appears that Beſlarmisn brings nothing 
but Sopiſtry to prove thatthe places are not alike. | 

He grants that there, is great difficulty to provethe difimili. 
tude of Matthew 16. 19-and 18, 18.Since bewding aud wofg D 
giventoall the Apoſtles in the laſt place 2s wellas in the firſt to 
Peter, and not only retgining,as in Fobn20, which Bellarmin 
afirmed to be a demonſtiation,, that Foby 20. and Matthew 
16, were notalike places, Vi, that retaining and forgiving was 
only given to all the Apoſites, Johv 20: which was: not ſo 
much as yadg ae lroſinggiven to Peter, Matthew iis, Ne- 
verthelcſs ,  6eLarmin endeavors to prove that, Matthew 16. 
19. and 18, 18, are unlike places: although in the laſt bending 
and looſing be given to all the Apoſtles as well as to Peter inthe 
firſt ;-Becay(c that binding and looſing givento Perer, Matthew 
16. is of greater authority , then that given to theother'A po» 
ſtles, Matthew 18. 18 His #rgument is this, which 4 believe he 
underſtands not him({clf, Ka 

In Matthew 18, { ſaith he) Nothing is given to the Apo» 
ſilesat all, butonly ic is promiſed to them, and explained 
What power they ſhould have afterward? which he proves by two 
reatons, The firſt is, Thatthey were not yet Priefs or Paſtors, 
Or Biſhops, when Chiiſt made them that promiſe , Matthew 
18.18. but only after the reſurrection. Secondly, becauſe thoſe 
words, Whomſoever ye ſhal kind and looſe, &c, Matthew 18. are 
the paralels of choſe-ſaid to Peter, Whatſoever thou ſbalt b:nd 
or looſe, Matthew 16..But in Matthew 16. nothing was ex hibi- 
tedto Peter, but only promiſed : Ergo,in Maithew 18, nothing 
was<xhibited to the other Apoſtles. 

It is anſwered, That Bellarmin proves nothing but what 
he affirmed before, vis. That it was hard to ſhews diſparity 
between theſe two places : - Or that binding and looſing , Mat- 


thew 


| 
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thew 16. 19. and'Mathew' 28.18. for in ſtead of proving 
them different places ,” by his:{ophiſtical contradictory bab- 
ling,he proves they arc juſt the ſame : For firſt hegrants, that 
nothing was exhibited in either place, but only promiſed, Se- 
condly.he grants that the words are alike,What ſoever thou ſhalt 
bind, and whatſoever ye ſhal bind : Whencehe concluds that 
the places are not alike, whereas he demoaſtrats they arc 
the ſame, It is reaſoning unbeſceming ſo bravea manto prove 
places not alike by alike circumſtances in both. Secondly, be 
contradicts what he ſaid before, vis. That power of Order was 
only given unto the other Apoſtles, John 20. but power of Furiſ- 
diction to Peter, Matthew 16. and thereforetheplaces were 
unlike, that power oforder was only givento the other Apoltles, 
John 20. hc proved by forgiving and retaining: that powey of 
Fwuriſdiction was given to. Peter, Matthew 16. he proves by 
brnding and loofine:but here he grants that the binding and looſ- 
'negivcn to the otherApoſtles, Matthew 18;2nd that given to 
Peter Matthew 16. are verba fimilia, or the oe words, and 
conſequently, that the keys or r #ri{aiction are given 
tothe other Apoſiles as wo "—__ _ conſequently. he 
proves himſelf a lyar,in affirming that the keys given to Peter, 
— of Juriſditiow, but not theſe given to the other 
Apo @ i + | X 
Alphonſw de Caſtro adver(Þ hereſ. lib. 12. and Fiſher 
Biſhop of Rocheſter diſputing againſt Lather, art. 25 proves 
| thatthe keys given to Peter, Matthew 16. and theſe given to 
; theother Apoſtles, Matthew 18, arc not the ſame which they 
prove by an Achillean arxument, w17 «it is {aid ro Peter, What 
ever thou bindeft and loo/eſt dn Earth, fhal be bound and looſed 
in the Heavens: but unto the other Apoſtles, Matthew 18 it 
1s only ſaid, Whomſoever ye bind or looſe on Earth, it ſhal be 
bound or looſed in Heaven, but to bind and looſe in Heaven is 
vet the ſame, but leſs then t6 bind and looſe in the Heavens, 
But 
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But it is anſwered , Any intelligent perſon m ay ſee-thar 
thoſe otherwiſe-learned men- tight againſt their own conſci- 
ence , when they are drivento uphold the ſupremacy of the 
Biſhop of Rome , by ſuck childiſh babling : Since men of ſo 
great Spirits and igey as thoſe rwo were known to be, 

at 


could nor be ignorant, 'thar'this diſtintion 'of Heaven and 
Heavens, is againſt Senſe, Scripture, and Fathers. 

Firlt, it is againſt ſenſe, Becauſe none can be ignorant, that 
Heavens in the plural number and Heaven collefively in the 
fingular number are all one and the ſame thing , inthe ordinar 

hraſe of {peaking : Who is ſo ſtupid asro deny its Second- 
y, Ir is againſt Scripture,which promiſcuouſly uſeth Heavey 
and Heavens inthe ſame ſenſe: fo Hart 1. compared with 
Zuk.;. demonſtrat. In the firſt-place, itis ſaid,T he Heavens 
were cloven aſſunder. In the laſt , rhe Heaven was opened: 
and yetboth-the Evangeliſtsarerelating the ſame thing. when 
John the Baptiſt baptized our Savior. So, Matthew 6. Chriſt 


affirmeth, Lay wp treaſures for your ſelves in Heaven ; but, F 
Luk. 12.Make your ſelves treaſurs inthe Heavens. Thirdly,this F 


diſtintion of Heaven and Heavens, is of ſo little momentin 


the opinion of the Fathers, that they expreſs, Matthew 18, þ 
in the plural number Heavens, and Matthew 16. inthe fingu- | 


lar number Heaven, $0 _ lib. 6. de Trinitate affirms, 
Thar alilthe Apoſtles hadt 
vens : he aſceh + 


Ch ſoſtomus,lib. 3. de Sacerdgtio,and Iſderus Pelufiota,lib, 2. 
pit 5. and Auguſtinus againſt the Adverſary of the Law 


and the Prophets, /1b. 1. cap. 17. and Paceanss, epiſt. 1. to 
Sympronianus , and in his book againſt the Novatians. All 
which Fathers affirm, that the \Apoſtles had power of b:n-f 


ding and looſing in Celis, in the Heavens, The —_— A 
Ike | 


eys Reeni Celorum of the Hea- þ 
che ſame expreſsion in his Bookagainſt the | 
Arrians. Cyprianw,epiſt. 54. affirmeth that all the Apoſtles F 
had power of binding and looſing in the Heavens : ſo doth þ 


Book-t. * Of the Biſhoprick of Peter. 63 
likewiſe ſpeak after the ſame manner, as Lombardus, di- 
fint?.-18, of the firſt thaprer; lib. 4. and alſo in the ſame 
book, diſtin. 19. and Durandus, queſt, 1; in his Commen- 
taries upon the (aid 19. diſtin. This is it that proved thar all 
the Apoſtles had the keys not only of Heaven , but of the 
Heavens , whereby it appears by the authority of Scripture, 
Fathers, and School-men, - that the keys of Heaven and of 
Heavens are one and the ſame thing. 

- If any be-not yer convinced, it is further-proved they are 

theſame, becouſe the Fathers call the keys of Peter, the keys of 
Heaven , in the ſingular number + So LAmbroſius, lib 1. de 
penitentia, cap. 6. and Auguſtin contre adverſarium, lib, 1, 

cap. 17. CAmbiroſiuws repeating the words of Chriſt to Petey, 
ſaith , Qnecunque ligaveris ſuper Terram,erunt ligata & in 

Calo 


Which is further confirmed, The Fathers inthe ſame place 
ſpeaking of Chriſts promiſe to Peter , call the keys promiſed 
to-him , both the keys of Heaven , and the keys of Heavens, 
So Ambroſius in the now cited place, after the former words 
adds, Et querunque ſilver ſuper Terram, erunt ſoluta & in 
Celis. Auguſtines in the fore-cited place, calls the keys given 
tothe other Apoſtles , both the keys of Heaven, and of the 
Heavens, for after thoſe words (repeating our Saviors promiſe 
to the Apoſtles) Que ſolverits ſupty Terram,erant [iara & 


* in Cel, he affirnis, Que ligaveriti in Terra, erunt ligata 
| & inCelo: And thus we have proved that Alphonſus de Ca- 
* fre, and Biſhop Fiſher are miſtaken in their diſtinion of 


Heaven and Heavens, by Reaſon, Scriptureand Fathers. 
The original of this diſtinRion they have from 0rigines, 
tract. 6. in Maitthew', where, comparing the keys of Peter 
with thoſe words,Tell the Church, and if he refuſe to hear it, 
to make ſatisfactionafier three admonitions, let him be unto 


| thee-as a publican ; he affirms, That Peter, although but one 


perſos 
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perſon, yet hadthe keys of many Heavens, but others, or thoſe 


admoniſhers, three times;although many. perſons, yet had only 
the keys of ae Heavei-: and fo.by the teſtimony of 0r:gines, 


Bozius, lib. 18.cap. 1. ae ſigns Eccleſse , (ultains that di- 
ſcinRtion of Heaven and Heavens mentioned by de Caſtro and 
Biſhop. Fiſber. | 

But it is anſwered, Thoſe Doctors of the Church of Rome 
take great liberty to them(elyes, in expoſi.cion of the Fathers: 
Bellarmin,as = ſhewed belbee,proſies a —_— Orie 

u,n0t only affirming, but alto proving,thattheſe words,wpgx 
oy Rock rail build my Church: < that in theſe words 
nothing. was, promiſed to Peter , which was not promiſed tg 
the other Apoſtles, anſwered,that 0rigines was ſpeaking al- 
legorically, otherwiſe he contradicted himſelf in his 5. Homily 
upon Exodus; where he called Peter that great Foundation : 
which weproved to be no contradiction, c4p, 6. 

By uy, natger le we prove, that Orsgizes inthis place 
is ſpeaking allegorically., otherwiſe he contradicts Reaſon, 
Scripture, Fathers, and bimſelf : And likewiſe affirms a no- 
torius untruth in this very place alledged. And firſt, that 
hecontradicts Reaſon, Scripture, and Fathers, in denying the 
keys of Heaven, and the. keys of Heavens to bethe ſame, we 
have juſt now proved, diſputing with de Caſtro and Fiſher. 

| , He contradicts himfſalt in other places; in 
affirming that greater power of the keys was given to Petey 
thento the Others, or that the keys of the Heavens are more 
thenthe keys of Heaven ; becauſe elſe-where he diſputs and 
endeavors ta prove, that the. power of the keys given to Peter 
was the, very ſame given tothe other Apoſtles , as ia his firſt 
Treatiſe upon Matthew , mentioned , and vindicated, 
64Þ, Ga. 

Thirdly', 0riges is comparing the keys of Peter withtheſe 
_ three admonitions: bur if he ſpeak literally , he lycth,, in 


affirming | 


8 Fathcrs. 
| Clatihew 18. 18. and John 20. 23, vindicated from the cx- 


| ven were given to others, as well as ro Peter: 
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firming, that thoſe Admoniſhers had'the power ofthe key of 
one Heaven given them from Chriſt , 'or that what they did 
bind and looſe on Earth, ſhould be bound and loojed in one 
Heaven, which is promiſed no where by Chriſt, 

Laſtly, Origines is comparing in theſe words , the power 
of Privat Admoniſhers , with that of Miniſters, having the 
power of binding and looſing ; and after his manner falls to 
Allegories, by this diſtinction of Heaven and Heavens : 0. 
therwiſehe were not only a lyar in this place, but alſo a con- 
trad iter of Reaſon, Scripture, and other Fathers, and of him- 
felt in other places. Bellarminthought it a{ufficient Reaſon to 
prove that 0rigines ipake allegonically, v4z. otherwiſe he 
would contraditt himſelf: and yet we ſhewed there was no 
contradiction;&rherctore he cannot inreaſon v droves rigines 
in this place ſpeaks allegorically,fince otherwiſe hewould con- 
tradict Reaſon, Scripture, all the Fathers , himſelf in other 
places,andalſo bea notorious lyarin this ſame alledged place? 

We have have proved alzeady , That Hatthew 16, 19, 
inferrs not that Perer was Oecumenick Bi 


ihop , becauſe the 


| power of the keys was no univerſal Jurildiftion pver the whole 


Church ;we undertook to proveir by an other reafon,v7. by 
cauſe the power of thekeyswas not given toPereralon& bur tothe 


| other Apoſtles as well as.to him:, Which we undertook to 


prove by two arguments. Firſt, by Scripture. Secondly, by 


By Scripture we have already proved it, viz. from 


ceptions of our adverſaries, alledging they were not alike 


| places with Matthew 16. 19, It only remains now, to prove 


by teſtimonies of Fathers, that the keys ofthe Kingdom of Heg- 
hee teſtimo. 

nies are of two ſorts, The firſt is of thoſe affirtying direcely 
that the keys were givento others beſids Peter : oe ther ſort 
is of thoſe afficming it by conſequence. Ot the firſt ſort it 
b-:.- s; need- 


OT RO OO 
_—— th 


needleſs to mention any more,then'we have already mentioned 
in the vindication of theſe places : Such as Hilarius,lib. 6. 


' de Trinitate, and adverſus Arianos, Cyprianus Epiſtola 54. 


Chryſoſlomus, de Sacerdotio, lib.3, Iſidorus Peluſiota, 1th, 2, 
epiſt. 5. Pacianus ad Sympronianum, epiſt. 1, and inhis Trea. 
tiſe againſt the Novatians, All which teſtimonics exprelly af- 
firm, That the keys were given to others beſide Peter: Neither 
is it ncedful to ſer downthe words , fince our adverſarics can- 
not have ſo much impudence as to deny them : To which 
teſtimonies may be added,that of Hieronymw againſt Jovinas. 
nu, Cuncti —_ claves Regni Celorum accipiunt, all the 
Diſciples got the keys of the Kingdomof Heaven ; of Origines, 
tract. 1.4n Matthew. An vero ſol: Petro dantur claves Regni ce. 
lorum, nec alius beatorum quiſquam eas accepturus eſt? Quod 
fi dittum hoc, tibi dabo claves Regni Celorum, ceteris quoque 
commune eſt,cor non ſimul omnia communia ? - [n which words 


he expreſly affirms, Thar which was promiſed to Peter, was 


yromiſed alſo to all the Apoſtles, as'well as the keys of rhe 
K inedom of Heaven, And alittle after, Servator dans Spiritum 
Sanctum Diſcipulis per inſuſflationem , ait, accipite Spiritum 
Sanctum & c. [rt is needleſs toadd any more teſtimo- 
nics. Now let us conſider how our adverſaries cludethem, 
And firſt, Cardinal Pool in his defence of the cp 
Unity, lib. 2. | "rye mag teſtimonics, but he denys t 
thing is proved by them, vi7. That all the Apoſiles had 4. 


like power with Peter, in the power of the keys, albeit it ſeems to | 
bet _ of _— Fathers: w\iichhe illuſtrats by the ex- | 


ample of Moſes, and the 70. Flders: fince it is ſaid, Num. 


bers 11. That po rows wnto them a part of that Spirit which | 


{ 
I 
[ 
conſequently, they had the ſame power in | h 


was in Moſes, 4 
ſubſtance with Moles, but not in ſo excellent a way. 


Maldonatws anſwers otherwile , vi7. denying , That | 
the ſame keys were given to Peter, Matthew 16. and - 
the © 
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the other Apoles, Matthew 18.'and John 20, his reafon 
is, in thetwo laſt places, ' no mention is made of keys at all. 
Stapleton is more ſubtile, for ſeeing thar Chriſt ſaith, Mat- 
thew 18, What ever ye ſhal bind , toall the Apoſtles, is the 
ſame with that ſaid to Peter, Matthew 16. Whatſoever thou 
ſhalt bind, &c. He grants that the ſame binding and looſing 
givento Peter, Matthew 16. is given tO the other Apoſtles, 
Matthew $8, but he affirms, That the keys-of the K inedom of 
Heaven, areathing different from either of the 61n4ings or looſ- 
ings, in Relec. controverſ, 3* queſt. 1.4rt, 1.coxclaſe 4. | 

Others anwſer, Diſtinguiſhing the keys of 07der and Jerif: 
diction, they grant that the keys of Order were given toall the 
Apoſtles,the keysof Juriſdiction only to Peter. 

Itisnecdleſs, particularly to infiſt npon the refutation of 
thoſe new deviſed Sophiſtries, to holdup the ſupremacy ofthe 
Biſhopof Rome:they are quite and diametrally oppoſit to the 
meaning of all antiquity, of which they brag ſo much, as ap- 
pears by two reaſons. The firſt is, that the Fathers diſput 
expreſly that the ſame keys were promiſed to Peter, Matth. 16. 
and to the other Apoſtles, M at.1$.' & John20, & conſequent- 
ly, all thoſe dittinRions deviſed of late by theJeſwits 8 others, 
arenothing elſe bur fantaſtick\dreams,and ſophiſtical cvaſions. 

And firſt,0rigines tract.r. on Matthew, diſputs (75 we ſaid) 
That the Church was built alike upon all the Apoſtles, betauſe the 
keys were given alike to all the Apoſtles : by which reaſoning it 
appears, that he thought it a thing uncontroverted in his time, 

that the keys were common to allthe Apoſtles, fince he uſeth 


! it as a Medium or Argument to prove, That the Church was 
| built upon all the Apoſtles, as well as upon Peter. 


Secondly, That the keys were common toallche Apoſtes, 
heproves by John 20, 23. whereby it is evident , that the 
ſaid place is the ſame in meaning with Matthew 16. in which 
he flatly contradicts Bellarmin,who confidently affirmed, tha, 


I 2 withou, 
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withourall doubt, forgiving and retaining of ſins , mentio- 
ned, Joha 20 23. was not the ſame thing with binding and 
looſing, Matthew (6. 19. 

Thirdly, Cyprianu de Unitate Feeleſie , expredly affirms, 
That Chrift gave alike power to all his Apsſiles, lohn 20, 23.in 
theſe words ; Accipite Spiritum Sanctum, [1 cujus remiſeritis 
peccata, & Receive the HolyGhoZt whoſe oy ins ye ſhal for- 
give, they are remitted unto them, and whoſe ſoever ſins yere- 
tain, they are retained: and fince all the Apoſtles (according to 
Cyprianss) bad alike power gzven them atrerthe Reſurre&ion 
ot Chrit , by Johz 20. 23. without all queſtion, he believed 
that the ſame power of the keys, was giveno all the Apoſtles , 
which was given to Peter, Matthew 16. 

The ſecond Reaſon, Why thoſe diftintions of Poles, 
Maldonatus, Stapleton, and Bellarmin, and others z or new de- 
viſed evalians is unanſwerable : viz. It appears by the Fa- 
thers, that go. greater Ecclefialtical power unaginable, could 
be giver to any, then that which was giventoall the Apoſtles, 
in Matthew 18, and Jeho 20. which quite deſtroysall thoſe 
ſophiltical diſtintions, tending all to this: Thar the power 
given to Peter, was greater, eMatthew 16. 19 then that gi- 
ventothe other Apoſtles, Matthew 18. and John20. That no 
greater power can beimagined, thenthat which was givento 
all the Apoſtles, is proved by the teftirony of Chryſoſtomus, 
lib. 3. cap. 5. de Sacerdotio : Where ſpeaking of that power of 
the keys given to all the Apoſtles, yea, and to all Biſhops, he 
falls ro an interrogative exclamation, 7; 1w:cr9 70573; 2557ie 
water f That is, [ pray you, what greater power can be etven 
thepthis ? But this had bezna moſt ridiculous iaterrogation 
in Chryſoſtomus , if citherhe himſelf, or any other hid belie- 
,£d that the power of the keys, promiſed to Peter, Matthew 16. 
was greater then that promiſed ro the other Apoſtles, Xfas- 
:hew 18, and John 20. And thus much of the teſtimonies of 


thoſe 
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thoſe Fathers proving directly , that the Fejes were given to 
others, as well as to Peter, ; 

Now followeth the teſtimonies of Fathers, proving by 
contequence, that the keyes , Matthew 16, were not peculiar 
to Peter, out of Which teſtimonies, three atguments are Cedu- 
ced. The firſt is , If Peteralone had the power of the keyes 
promiſed tohim, Aatthew 16, Then Peter would only have 
excrciſce the keyes, and no other behide him, in ſuch a high- 
way a3 he did: Burt it appears by the teſtimony of Geuden- 
1114 prima de ordination's ſue, that all the Apoſtles as well xs Pe- 
ter prattiſed , the keys, v1iz.. inteaching,baptizing,& cenſaring. 
Y ca, Salmeronthe Jeſuit, inhis Commentars upon r. of Peter 
I. 4iſput. 1. cxopreſly affirms, 7 hat Peter ſeemed to neglelt his 
duty in the exerciſe of the keyes , it ſo lintle appeared by hu car- 
1iaze and prafiſe, that he had any Furiſdittion over the other A- 
poſtles, Where obſcrve the impudent ſhift of the Feſait, who 
being preſſed by the carriage of Peter, that no token of his 
Supremacy appeared, hath nothing to an{wer, but that it was 
his own neglet#: which if it be true , was great unfairhful- 
neſs of Peter : if it be falſe, (avit is, ) it is great impudence in 
the Feſwuit, 

The ſecond argument taken from the Fgthers , proving con- 
ſequentially that the other Apoſtles were promiſed the keyes, 
as well as Peter, istaken from Auguſtin, whoafhims, That Pe- 
ter repreſented the whole Church when Chriſt promiſed him 
the keyes: and ſo by conſequence, in Petey, the other Apoſtles 
and all Paſtors of the Uharch had the keyes promiſed unto 
them: the words of dn ngsftinw are thoſe following in his 
124. trdHat, upon Fobn, Quando Priro didtum eſt, tibt dab 

lawes regui celorum, & quodcunque ligavery [uperterram , erit 
ligatum & in calis , umwverſam ſignificabat Fecleſiam. Anda 
little aſter, Eccleſia, Ergo, que findatur in Chriſto, claves ab eo 


| , regni Celorum accepit in Petro, 1d: ft, poteſtatem ligand; , ſolwen- 


dique 


—_ 
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dique peceata. In which words he expreſly afirms , That Pe- 
ter was 4 figure of the whole Church , when our Savior promiſed 
him the keyes: and therefore in Peter the keyes were given to 
the whole Church, and not to Petey alone, 


Our adverſaries puſl:d with this teſt; mony of eAvguſtinus, 


after their accuſtomed manner, fall tothcirnew deviſed diſtin- 
Rions, explaining how the keyes were given to Petey, repreſen. 
ting the whole Church? Or how they were given to the whole 
Churchin Peter « And firſt Horantivs, lib, 6. cap. 10. Locor, 
Cathol, affirms, T hat the keys were given to the whole Church 
in Petey, that is ſaith he , They were given to Peter forthe good 
of the whole Church , 3s when any is made King of any Nation, 
the Kingdom or Kingly Authority is given to him for the 
good of the whole Nation: and ſo Peter , as Prince of the 
Church, had the keyes given unto him for the good of the 
whole Church : and in this manner , the keyes were given to 
the whole Church in Peter, Bur it is anſwered, Horantius 


| his Gloſs is far beſide the Text of Anug»ſtiuws : who expreſly 


diſputs , The keyes were -not given to Peter alone , but to the 
whole Churth : tor if they were only given to Peter, the whole 
Church would not have cxerciſed them : he d.ſputs (0, tr4Z7at, 
50, upon John, and therefore concluds, that the keyes were 
not given alone to Perer, becauſe the whole Church exerciſed 
them as well as Peter : 4uguſtinus doth not diſput for what 
end the keyes were given ? but to whom alſothis Gloſs of 9. 
rantivs exprefſly contraditts <Anruftinus Horantics arms, 
That the keyes in the (ame manner were given to the whole 
Church in Peter , as when any is made King of a Nation, the Au. 
thority of a King i given tothe whole Nation : that 6, (aith he, 
He who ts made King gets that Authority for the good of the whole 
Nation : which isa flat contradiction of Auguſtinws , for that 
Nation, or whole Nation cannot be ſaid toexerciſe the King- 
ly Authority, when he who is made King gets it : But Augs- 
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ſtinus exprefly diſputs , That the whole Church exerciſed the 

keycsas well as Peter: and therefore the keyes were given to 
the whole Church in Peter : otherwiſe, ſaith he, The whole 
Church would not have exerciſed them, tyadati50, His words 
are, , 1/ Peter had not repreſented the Church, our Lord had nit 
ſaid unto him, | will grve unto thee the keyes of the Kingdom of 
Heaven, For if that only was ſaid to Peter , The Church hath 
no power of binding or looſing , and ſince the Church hath that 
power, Peter was the Sacrament or Figure of the whole Church, or 
_—_— repreſented the whole Church , when our Savior promi- 
ſed to him the keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven , and that is the 
ſum of the diſput of Aug»/{inws , traftat, 50. For (atisfation 
of the Reader we will ſet down his words which are theſe, Nam 
ſs in Petro non efſet Eccleſia Sacramentum, non ei diceret Domi. 
nu , tibi dabo claves regni celorum , & quetunque ſolvers in 
terra, ſoluta erunt in cels: & quecunque ligaverts in terra, liga- 

ta erant &f incelr, Si hoc Petrotantumdittum eſt, non facit , 

Eccleſia : Siautem & in Eccleſha fit, utque interra ligantur, in 
celo ligentur, & qua ſoluuntur in terra, ſoluanturin celo,quia cum 
 excommunicat Eccleſia, in cels ligatur excommunicatus : cum re- 
; Conctliatur ab Eccleſia , inceloſoluitur excommunicatus : fi hoc, 
Ergo, in Eccleſia fit, Petrus quando claves accepit, Eccleſiam ſan- 

Ram ſienificavit., By which it appears; that he exprcfly diſ- 

purs that Peter had not the keyes giveti to him alone , becauſe 
the whole Church uſed them as well as he : and thence con- 

cluds , that he repreſented the whole Church , when our Sas» 
| vior promiſed to him the keyes : and therefore it is falſe which 
| Horantius affirms, That the whole Church got the keyes in Peter, 
| 4s Germany gets the F mpire , when any is made Emperor of Ger» 

| many : Since all Germany doth not exerciſe the Imperial Au- 

| thority as the whole Church doth that of the Keyes. 

|  Bellarmin gloſleth otherwiſe upon Auguſtiaus , he afhirms, 
P eter may be ſaid two wayes to repreſent the Church. Firſt, 


hiſto» | 
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biſtorically , as when any repreſents that which is done by ano- 
ther, by that whichis really done by himſelf : and fo, laith he, 
Abraham having two ſons, 1/446 and /{bmael , repreſented God, 
who was to have two = les. The ſecond way of Belarmins 
repreſenting,is called by , 

is repreſented by a probable fiction, not really done : So our 
Savior preaching the Goſpel, is ſignificd by 4 ſower of good ſeed. 
He applyeth that Petey ſignified the Church the firſt way : (0 
that he truly, principally, and immediatly got the keyes ; and 
in g<tting them, ſignified the whole Church : which was to get 
them afterwards in its own proper way. 

But it is anſwered, It is very ordinar with BeZermin to ſpin 
out ſubrilties nothing to the purpoſe ro delude bis readers, 
whea heis puſled : it were prolix to retex his ſophiſtry in this 
particular: we only anſwer, that Peter repreſented the Church 
in none of thoſe way es mentioned by Bellarmin, butinathird, 
Vit. LAs when a Society alike imerefſed in any priviledge , hath 
that priviledge given to them all , when it « given to any our 
of them : in which caſe, every one of that Society hath the 
bencfir of that priviledge as well , and equally with him, to 
whom it was given in all theirnames, 

Bellarmin objc&s, Thatit is not the meaning of Anguſtinus, 
that Petey got the keyes in the name of the reſt as der Lepr 
or Vicar : Ergo, it is his meaning, that Peter got chem as their 
Moderator, or Prince : 3s when any thing is givento a King, 
it may be ſaid to begiven tothe whole Kingdom , becauſc it is 
given for the publick utility of all, 

Bur it is anſwered, It is true which Bel/armin affirms , that 
Petey did not get thekeyes as a Legat, or Vicar gets any thing is 
the name of hu King : toro Peter had gotten nothing to him- 
felf, nomorethen an Ambaſſador reprefenting his King , mar- 
rying a wife to [us King or in his Kings Name : but ir doth not 
follow that P eter got the keyes as Monarch of the Church, or 

as 


im Parabolick , vit. when any thing 


I 


 hadthe uſe of the keyes, as well as Peter , but by the gift of Peter, 
| K 
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as the Church got them in Perer,, as'a Kingdom gets any thing 
given to their King : (becauſe it is notorioofly'falle', fince the 
Church, according to #ug»flinns, had the power of the keyes, 
as well as Peter: but a Kingdom hath nor the ufe or propetty 
of that which is given unto their King : and therefore we at- 
firm , 'That Befarmins enumeraticn 1s ſtill inſufficient; tor 
Petey got the keyes neither as Vicar of the Church, nor a- Mo- 
deratoy or Prince of the Church, bur as one of the Society of 
the Paſtors'and Apoſtles of the Church, as it our Sayior had 
laidro Peter , 1 give wnto thee the power of the keyes , aud in 
thee ro alt Paſtors, to be alike exerciſed by thee and them, 

Bellarmin inſtances that Angaftinus affirms, tharthe.Church 
was ſignified by Peter ,. Propter eum quem gerebat Primatum, 
that is, Hecauſe of the Primacy he had inthe Church, 

Burt it 1s anſwered, That 4#gnſtinus by Primacy means no 
other thing then Apoſtleſhip, that is," Auguſtinus affirms; Peter 
had a Primacy an the Churth , becauſe he was an Apoſtlein the 
Church': as hc explains himſclfin many places, as in his laſt 


Treatiſcupon For: he athrms that Þ erer ſignified themwwhole 


Church, becauſe of the Primacy of his Apoſtleſhrp ; propter Apo- 
ſolatus Primatum: he hath thelike words in his 2 3, Sermon 


| uponthe words of Chriſt, .and likewife upon Pſalm 108, and: 
| eſpecially, li, 2. of Baptiſm againſt the Donatiſts, he hath theſe - 


words: Law ne'cit illam Apoſtobatus Prencipatam;catlibet Epiſed- 


patui preferendum * Who knows not that the Primicy of an Al 
| poitleſbip i to be preferred to any Biſhoprick ? by which it is moſt 


evident; tharthe meaning of Avga/tinus, athrmingy Peter had” 
a Supremacy in the Church, is no other, then'that he was an A+ 
poſtle of the Church,” Eſpecnlly fince Aug»ſtinm diſputed; 


* thatthe keyes were nor given to Petey alone, but'alfo tothe 


whole Church. 
But :Be&armin inſtances, it: is true, That the-whole Charch 


was 
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who diſtributed them to other Paſtors , according to his pleaſure : 
himſelf only having them immediatly from Chriſt , as whena 
King, having his power 1mmediatly from God , communicats 
his FariſgiQion to inferior Magiſtrats, in giving them particu. 
lar charges of exerciſing F#riſ41ion, 

But it iS anſwered , This Gloſs of Befarmins is againſt all 
Antiquity : innumerable teſtimonies of Fathers might be pro-+ 
duced , that the other Apoſtles had the keyes given them as 
well as Peter : but BeDarmin cannot produce one teſtimony ta 
prove that the meaning of thoſe Fathers is , That the keyes were 
immediatly given to Peter , and by his communication diſtributed 
tothe reſt, Nothing ſuch appears out of Auguſtinws, but the 
contrair, Cyprianus exprelly affirms, Thatall the Apoſtles were 
of alike power with Peter, And Franciſus de Vittoria , a great 
Popiſh Doctor, the moſt learned Divine that ever Spain pro- 
duced as he is called by Caxw , loc, Theol,lib, 12. cap. 1. Ke» 
le. 2. queſt- 2.conclu/, 3, and 4. Commenting upon that 
place of Cyprian de unite. 'Ecclef, exprefly affirms , That af 
the Apeſiles receivedall the power both of Order, and Fariſditti- 
0n immediatly from m_ : and invcighs againſt the ordinar 
Gloſs uponthar place , for diſtinguiſhing between Order and 
Furiſdiftion : what is for affirming , That all the Apoſtles had 
their Orders ignmediatly from Chriſt, but not their Furiſ15- 
ion , or the power of the keyes : which he affirms to be farr 
from the meaning of Cyprien, 

The third argument of Fathers , proving by conſequence, 
that the keyes were given to others alſo beſide Peter, is, becauſe 
Peter (poke in the name of the reſt, or anſwered the queſtion of 
our Savior for them all : Anſelmus on Hatthew 1 6, hath theſe 
words, Notandumeſt , quod hec poteſts , non ſolum Petro data 
eſt : ſed ſicut Petrus , unus pro omnibus ve(pondit , fic in Petry 
omnibus hane poteſtatem dedit : It is to be obſerved , that this pe. 
wer of the keyes was not only given to Peter , but as Peter alone 

anſwered 
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notrothe reſt, eſpecially , 
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arſwered for themall , ſain Peter he gave that power untothem 
all, 

Bellarmin an(wers, That P eter anſwered for all as their Prince, 
Head, and Mowth , not as one commiſs1onat from them to an- 
ſer in all their names : in which caſe , he would have known 
what they were to anſwer to our Saviors queſtion £ asking 
them what he was * But Peter did not know what the other 
Apoſtles would anſwer to that queſtion of onr Savior z and 
thcrefore he anſwered as their Prince and Head. 

But it is replyed, We grant that P eter was not commiſsi0nat 
from the reſt to anſwer for themz but we deny it to follow, 
that he anſwered as their Prince and Head: there is amidy,v17, 
he anſwered 4s one of their number , as when any is riding our 
the way , he meets with a numb:r of people, asks of them the 
rizht way , or ſome other queſtion: one more ready then the 
reſt anſwers firſt. Ir is notorious he had no commiſhon from 
the reſt toanſwer ,, and yet it doth not follow , that he is Head + 
or Prince ofthe reſt : by which it appears, that this reaſoning of 
Bellarmins is nothing elſe but Sophiſtry : and whereas Bellay- 
min affirms, That Peter anſwered only for himſelf,and not for the 
reſt , becauſe he knew not what they would anſwer, It is fri- 
yolous, becauſe it was ſufficient, that Peter knew what they 
ought to have anſwered, if they anſwered aright : Bellarmin 
urgeth, arcward is given to Pezey in theſe words for his an- 
{wer , bur ſince the others did not anſwer at all, but only him- 
ſelf without commiſsion from the reſt; It tollows of neceſſity, 
that the reward, viz. the keyes were given to Peter alone, and 

face our Savior affirms , Thar it 
was revealed by God only toPerer, that Chriſt was the Son 
o! God, 

But it isreplyed , The words of our Savior are, That the 
ſaid myſtery was revealed to Peter by God only : but it doth not 
tollow , That it was revealed to Pete: only : that is uncertain, 


K 2 yea, + 
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yea, rather notoriouſly falſe : Since Peter, Johng, 69. inthe 
pame of all thereſt, hath theſe words, And we believe, and are 
[ure that thow art that Chriſt,the Son of the living God: by which 
irappeats, that the other dilciples knew that myſtery as wellas 
Feter , ſince Peter expreſly affirms in that place , They all be. 
Leved it. 

Bellarmin inſtances, how know.we that Peter ſpake for the 
reſt , andnot for himſelf alone 2 ſince it cannot be gatiered 
fromthe Text. But it is anſwered firſt , How knoweth Bellay- 
min that Peter anſwered for himſelf and not for the reſt ? Since 
noſuch thing can he gathered from the Text, It is anſwered, 
Secondly, That it is evident from the Texr, that Peer anſiye- 
red for the reſt : becauſe Chriſt asked not the queſtion of Petey 
alone :. but ofthem all : he asketh whom they thought he was : 
and ſincePetey immediatly anſwered (bring more ready then 
the reſt, as Chryſoſtoms affirms) it is evident, that Peteranſwered 
in the name of them all. 

Franciſcus 4gricola, beſides thoſe reaſons of Bellarmin , adds 
others to prove, that Peter anſwered for himſelf alone, and not 
for the reſt : His firſt reaſon is this, Becauſe he anſwered nor 
tor Fudas, fince Judas believed no ſuch thing 4s Chriſt was the 
Son of God, Ergo, he anſwered not for them all, Bur it is an- 
{wered , It doth not follow. He anſwered not for them all, Be- 
cauſe Fudas believed not : becauſe, John 6. 69. Agricola will 
not deny that Peter anſwered for them ally and yet, the not 
believing of Jada might as well militat againſt his anſwering 
for them all , Fohn 6. as Matthew 16. Peter anſwered , 
What they all oughtto have belicycd - and in ſo doing, anſwe- 
red for all, albeit they did not all believe. 

Another of Agricols his reaſons aot mentioned by Belarmin 
iS this, Our Savior pronounced only Peter a 67 not the 
other Apoſtles : Ergo, Peter anſwered only for himſclf;,and nor 
for all: otherwiſe our Savior would have cailed them all bleſſeg, 

Bur 
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Bur it is anſwered, Our Savior colled only Peter bleſſed, be. 
cauſe Peter only anſwered : and ſo in pronouncing him bleſſed, 
He called them all bleſſed, becauſe he anſwered in the name 
of them all, So, Hilarinus, de Vinttati. 6. alluding to this 
plice, ſaith © ye holy and bleſſed men, who procured the keys 

o the Kingdom of Heaven:, by the merit of your Faith : 
In which words he applyeth that bleſſing of Chriſt to all 
alike. 

Agricola hath three other Reaſons, Proving that Peter an- 
{wered only for himſelf , and not for all ; but they arc rhe 
ſame with thoſe of Bellarmin, which we anſwered already : 
andthus much of the keys, Matthew 16. 19. which is the 
ſecond argumear pretended by the Romiſh Doors, for pro. 
ving that Peter was inſtituted Oecumenick Biſhop by Chriſt, 


CHAP. 1X 
Of Tohn 21. 15, 16, 17. Or feed my Sheep. 


= He third argument , proving that our Savior ordained 
1 Peter Monarch of the Church, is taken from the 
words o: our Savior, John 21. 15, 16,17, where 
thrice our Savior commands him to feed his Sheep, 

Viz. to feed bis Lambs, verſe 15. bySheep, verſe 16,17. 

Bur it is anſwered, That arguments inconicqueat; for al- 
though our Savior inj»yned the feeding of his Sheepto Peter, 
i: doth not follow that he ordained him Oecumentck Biſhop : 
for three reaſons The firlt is,becaule feeding of Chriſts Sheep is 
not r9 command Chriſtians , nor to exerciſe dominion over 
them, as a Monarch : Since the Apoltle Peter himfclf, in his 


firſt Epiſtle, cap. 5. verſe 3. expreſly torbids dominion-to 


thoſe ro whom the feeding of Chriſts Flock was injoyned, 
verſe 2, 


Bellarmin 


_ 


A. 7 NTFS 
= = 


78 The grand Impoſtor diſcovered, Part 1, 


Bellarmin, lib. 1.cap.15.de Pont. Rom. endeavors toprove, 
thatinthe word Feeding, ſupream Juriſdiction over the whole 
Church is committed to Peter by ſeveral reaſons, _ The firſt 
is, thatit comprehends all the duty of 4 Paſtor : whichconſiſts 
not only in Miniſtring Food, but alſo in Governing and Cha. 
ſtifine : As appears by our Savior uſing the Greek verb, 
Tuyairu , which ſignifies to feed by commanding , In which 
ſenſe, Kings are called by Homer, >asv Tuuws , Paſtors of the 

eople, 
, Bur it is anſwered ; Zellarmin ſubtilry in ſuch Grammatz. 
ciſms hath no ground : Our Savior in the ſame place, uſeth the 
Greek verb, Brun , as Well as, mouaines : both which, not only 
the Syrian Interpreters , butalfo the Latin renders the ſame 
Way, Viz, _ {. . But it is notorious that the verb 4c, 
imports nodominion at all ; butonly CAliniſtration of food, 
Secondly, albeit there were ſuch a Myſtery in the Greek verb, 
woueirur , as to ſignify Jeriſdiftion;, Yer it is injoyned to Pe- 
ter, over the Flock only, and not over the Paſtors : which 
doth not conclude an Oecumenick Biſhop, to whom Bellarmin 
gives authority of feeding the Paſtors, as well as the Flock, 

Bellarmins ſecond reaſon, by which he proves that ſupream 
authority is given to Peter, by theſe words of our Savior, 
Feed my Sheep, is, becauſe ſeveral Fathers , calls that which 
was injoyned to Peter, in theſe words, werarier, Prafetiy- 
ram, Or, A having authority over the Flock of Chriſt: $0 
COPE lib, 2. de Sacerdotio , and CAnguſtinine on 

ohn 21. 
J But it is anſwered, Chryſoſtom is diſputing there of the Prieſt. 
hood, which is common to all Prieſts, and not of an Oecume. 
nick Biſhop : Neither can it be denyed, that any Biſhop hath 
that authority over his own Flock , which is mentioned by 
Chryſoſtom in that place : viz. Governing and Chaſtiſing, 
which, is alſo the mcaning of A»vg»ſtinus, Bellarmin cites an 
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other teſtimony of Gregorims, de cura Paſtorali , where Pa- 
ſors are called by him Redfors ; but his meaning is the ſame, 
as appcars by the {cope of his _ needleſs ro be inſerted : 
he is enumerating theſe duties belonging to a Paſtor : amongſt 
which , he doth nor mention one peculiar to an 0ecumentck 
Biſhop, and which is not common toall Paſtors. 

Bellarmin ulcth other reaſons , beſides theſe two, which in 
effect, are the ſame with his firſt reaſon : Ir is very ordinar 
with him, to repeat the ſame arguments in other words, to 
make-ignorants believe that his 7 is numerous, 

The ſecond reaſon , wherefore our Savior in theſe words, 
Feed my Sheep , injoyns no univerſal juriſdiftion over the 
Church, is, becauſe he injoyns the ſameto others beſide Peter : 
Which is proved, Firſt by Scripture : Secondly, by Fathers. 
The paſſages of Scripture, are Fohn 20. 21. where our Sa- 
vior atfirmerth, 4s my Father ſent meſs ſend [you: Which 
words are expounded by Cyrillus, lib. 12. in John, by Chry- 
_ hom. $5. upon Toby, By Theophylactus upon this 
place to this purpoſe: v:F, Cyrillus affirms, Thar all the A- 
poſtles were ordained Doctors of the whole World, toinlighten 
not only the Jews , bat all the Nations of the World. Cbryſo- 
ſtomus and Theophylactus, interprettheſe words, That chif 
injoyned his own work unto all the Apoſtles. 

The ſecond paſſage of Scripture is, Matthew 328. 19. Go 
therefore and teach all Nations:, the Greek verb, yalmwur , to 
Teach , imports all the authority that a Maſter hath over his 
Diſciples ; wi7., To Govern them, to Chaſtiſe them, and not 
only to teach them : And conſequently, is of as large an extent 
as, wwe , to Feed: Of which Bellarmin brags ſo much : 
And thus much of Scripture. 

In the next place, itis proved by Antiquity, that nothing 
peculiar was imagined to Peter, intheſe words, Feed my Sheep. 
The firſt teſtimony is from the third Epiſtle amongſt _ 
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of Cyprian , in which the Clergy of Rome, (peaks thus tothe ; 


Clergy of Carthage . Sed & Simon ſic dicit, diligts me * reſpon. 

dt, d'ligo. CA1t eh, paſce oves meas. Hoc verbum factum, ex 

ipſo acts quo ce(ſit, agnoſcimus : & ceteri Diſcipult ſtmiliter, 
By which words itappears, that it was the opinion ot the Cley. 

ey of Rome,inthe days of Cyprian,Thatthe feeding of the Flick 
of Chriſt, was injoyncd to others , v/z. to allthe Apoſtles 
as well as to Peter. 

Cyprianus himſclf, de Unitate Eccleſie , They ave all Pa. 
(tors, but the Flock is one, which all the Apoſtles feed with one 
conſent , and a little before , immediatly atrer he had cited 
theſe words of our Savior, Feed my Sheep, he ſubjoyns, That 
Chriſt gave to all the Apoſtles alike power after his Reſur- 
rection, 

Auzuſtinns, tract. 123. upon John, Chryſoſtomns, de Sacer. 
dotio.lib, 2. Baſiliur, cay. 22.0t the Conſtitution of Monks, 
all expreſly affirm , That the feeding of the Flock of Chriſt, 
was committed to all Paitors and pilbops , by our Savior in 
theſe words, Tt is necdlels ro fer down the words of 
thele Fathers, ſince theſe teſtimonies are granted by our Ad- 
verlaries; whonotwithſtanding of them, eadeavor ſoro prove, 
that theſe words of our Savior , were in a peculiar manner 
— to Peter, $0 Bellarmin and Sanderus, they reaſon 
tus, 

Eirſt, Bellarmin takes much pains to prove , that our $a 
vior directed his ſpecch only to Peter , which none denys: 
Luid tum poſtea He inſtances, that the reſt are excluded by 
theſe words of our Savior, Loveſt thow me more then thoſe ? 
By the three. fold reiteration of that queſtion, by theſe words of 
Our Savior,when thou ſhalt be old,thon ſhalt ſtretchforth thy hands 
and by theſe words of Peter, verſe 21. Lord.what ſhal this man 
do And ofthe anſwer of Chriſt, 1/bat is that to thee ? Fol- 
low thow me. But, ſay they, Peter would never have -_ 
what 
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I what John ſhoul4 do? Tf Chriſt had ſaidro John, Feed my 


Sheep, neither would the Lord have anſwered, What is that to 
thee ? Follow thou me : but he would have antwered, He ſhal 


feed my ſheep, as thou ſhalt. 


) 


But it is anſwered, All this reaſoning is nothing elſe, but a 
rible rable of ſophiſtry ; Firſt, BeUarmn ſophiſticats in ſtate- 
ing of the queſtion : as it Proteffants denyed , that theſe 
words of our Savior were directcd to Peter alone : And there- 
fore he proves, by all thoſecircumſtances toreſaid , rhat our 
Savior ſpoke only to Peter, which none denys. The thing 


which is denyed, is, the lockof Chris or it doth not follow, 


= 


That the feeding of the Flock of Chrit, was only committedto 
Perer, becauſe the words of our Savior were only directed to 


' kim: no more thenit followeth , That Adam and tve ſhould 


a4 © 


cnly increaſe and multiply, becauſe God directed his ſpeech to 
them only. 

Secondly , Bellarmin doth not conſider , for whar reaſon 
our Savior cireced his ſpeech to Petey only, in tl.cfe words, 


\ Feed my Sheep ? It was not, becauſe it was his incention to 


give to Peter Juriſdiction over the whole Church : but for other 
two reaſons, The Fuſt is, becauſe Peter had thrice denyed him : 
ſo Cyrillme in John, 1:b, 12. cap. 64. who affirms fo much. 


# And likewilc 1idorwus, Peluſiota, lib. 1. epiſt. 103. and alſo, 


» 
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| epiſt, 356+ and Na{janzenus, in his oration in Sancta Lumina, 
| hath theſe words, Chriſt admitted Peter an Apoſl le again, and 
$ healed hi threefold denying of him,by a threefold interrozation, 


to which Percr made 4 threefold confeſſion: by which words, 


$ #1 othcr reaſon appears, wherefore our Savior directed his 


(pecch to Peter alone? wiz. Toreſtore him to his Apoſtleſhip, 


which he had loſt, by denying Chriſt. Cyrillas in the fore- 
$ [aid place affirms, Although all the Diſciples were ſore af# aid, 
3 and yan away, when Chriſt was apprehended, yet the crime of 


Peter was greateſt, becanſe he denyed him thrice in ſo ſhort 4 
L time, 
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time : wherehe affirms alſo, that the 4poſtleſhip was ye ſores 
unto him , by theſe words of our Savior, Feed my Sheep, Af. 
ter his anſwering the three-fold interrogation of Chriſt, he 
had profeſſed thrice , He loved Chriſt : by teſtimonies of 
which Fathers, it appears , that nothing pec#l1ar #0 Peter was 
given intheſe words, Feed my Sheep. Since the Hpoſtleſpip 
15 common to Peter, with the oth: r Apottles. And therctore, 
Peter was not ordained Oecumenict Biſbop in theſe words, 
The third Sophiſtry of Bellarmn, conliſts in his reaſoning 
thus , If Peter, ſaith he, had believed tart theſe words of 
Chriſt had belonged to Jobs, 25s well as to himſelf; or ifour 
Savior had injoyned to John, the feeding of his Sheep, as well 


as unto Peter , Peter would never have demanded of our $a Þ * 


vior, What John ſhould do? Neither would our Savior have 
anſwered him , What i that to thee ? Follow thoume: For 
Peter would have known what John ſhould do ; viz. Feed 
Chris Sheep, and our Savior would haveanſwered him, Jobs 
PERS my Sheep as thou doſt. 


C it is anſwered, This diſputation of Bellarmins is mol 


ſhameleſs babling for that queſtion of Peter , Asking whe F 


John ſhould ds * And that anſwer of Chriſt, What « that t1 
thee ? arenot relative to theſe words of Chriſt, Feed my Sheep: 
burto theſe, verſe 18. When thou ſhalt be old tho ſhalt ſtretch 
forth thine hands : ſhewing to Peter what death he ſhould die? 
Whereupon Petey asketh Chriſt, What John ſhould do ? # 


what _ become of him ? or what death he ſhould die ? To! | 
our Savior anſwers, What is that to thee * Thar this * 


whic 
Is the true eloſs, appears by the text it ſelf, by the Farhers, 
Cyrillss, Emthymins, by the ordinar gloſs, by all the Ancient 
Popiſh Doors upon the place, As Aquinas, Carthuſianw, 
Gorranus , Cajetanus, Toletw, by late Popiſh Doctors, ® 


Maldonatss, Barradas, and Emmanuel Sa: So that Bellar- 
mins gloſs isnothing els bur one of his new deviſed fiions"f 
which! | 
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which heand others of late endeavor to uphold the ſtpremacy 
of the Biſhop of Rome , contrair tocommon ſenſe, Scripture, 
2nd the whole current -of Popiſh Doctors themſelves, who 


lived before theſe laſt times. 


Fourthly , Bel/armin comes on with an other of his gloſſes, 


of like nature : viz. ſeeing that it could not be denyed, thar 

24 other Apoſtles and Paſtors beſide Peter , were injoynedto feed 
| the Flock of Chriſt , ſince it was ſoclearly afſerted by Scrip- 

* ture, and Fathers; He invents a new diſtinion, thatthey did 


it by the permiſſiom of Peter, orto uſe his own words, 9uis 
wocantur 4 Pero in partem ſolicitudinis : that is, becauſe 


* they had a calling from Peter ſo to do, or, Wereadmitted by 
* him t04 part of thecare, 


But it is anſwered, This diſtintion of Bellarmins hath not 


7 the leaſt ground. Ir is againſt Scripture, John 20. 21. and 


Matthew 28. 19. as both paſſages are expounded by the Fa- 
thers :. Itis contrair to Fathers, as was proved by theteſtima. 


' nies of the Clergy of Rome, of Cyprianue, of Auguſtinw,Chry- 
| fſoftomus and Baſilius, Finally,it is contrair to Popiſh Doctors, 


as arr = de Victoria, who (as we ſhewed before) diſpu- 
ted expreſly , That all the Apoſtles had not only their —__, 


$ but alſo their _— immediatly from Chriſt : And re- 
'# prehended the ora; 


nar gloſs , for uſing that diſtinction, in ex- 
poſition of that place of Cyprian, de Unitate Eccleſia. All the 


7 Apoſtles after the Reſurrection had alike authority and power 
: from Chriſt. Neither can Be/larmin produce one teſtimony 


of Antiquity to maintain his gloſs, viz, That Peter imme. 


1 diatly had the power of feeding the Flock of Chriſt from Chriſt 


himſelf, and the other Apoſtles and Paſtors had it only from 


* Peter. 


Sanders, lib. 6.cap. 4. of his Monarchy,uſeth another ar- 
gumenr, from thoſe words of our Savior , Peter loweſt thou 


7 memore then theſe : From which words he concluds, 744! #he 


L 2 feeding 


Feed:ng of the flock of Chriſt , was injoyned immediatly only 
to Peter, becauſe, faith hc , Fezer loved Chriſt berter then thy 
or her 4poſtles did: andt!:crefore, the {reding of the flick of 
Chrift was commirted to him alon?, as tliz reward of hs loye, 

But it is anſwered, Furit . it cannor be gathered from thetex!, 
that Peter loved Chriſt better then the other Avoſtles did s 


fiuce Chriſt only asked him , whither he lovea him hetter then the Þ 


0: her Apoſtles dit & Peter anſwered thou | nowelt that ! lowe thee: 
but he adds, not better then the ot her Aps/tle, do, 2 Thoitnere 
oranted ( as ſome of the Fati:ers maint i171 ) that Peter loyd 
Chriſt better then the other Apoſtles did, it is inconſequent 
for that reaſon to conclude, tha: Y eter had Furiſ1ittion over 
the reſt : forthe ſame argument would conclude , that ths A 
poſtle John had J#r:ſd. #:on over thoſe Apoſtles, wiio loved 
not &. hriſt ſo well as himſelt : that Stephanms a Deacon had Fu. 
riſdiFion over Nicolas , an other Deacon : that Perer himſelf 
had more ample j#r:ſditrox then Sylveſter ſecond, Alexander 
ſixth, and other Monſters, which were Biſhops of Rome: which 
Bellarmin will not grant readily , fince all Biſhops of Rome, 
are in his opinion, of alike authority with Peter, 

Laſtly, Turrianw, ib, 2. cap. :2 19 his defence againſt Zi 
deel, reaſons thus, Letit begranted ( ſaith he 3 that al the 
Apoſtles, and all P .1ſtors bad their anthority of feedin? the Flo 
2f C hrilt-it doth not hinder 4 diſtintion of Order among them.ni! 
though that au'hority be equal, as they are Paſtors : yer it anth 


hind: one tobe a Pres/yter, an other to be a ?iſhop above him, | © 


an»ther tobe univerſal Biſhop ab:wwe all: asall men,quia homines,0r 
4 men are equals ,yet ſome of them are Kings, others [u5je&% 
Put it is anſwered , Ir far leſs i ollows , rhat there are ſeveral 
cegr-es of Church Orders , becauſe thev are of alike authori- 
ty , Orthat becauſe theſe words , Feed my ſheep , were injoy* 
ned with alike authoricy to Linus and Cletus Biſh ps of Rome: 
therefore the one of them was Occumenick Biſhop , the other 
not 
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not, Thertruthis, to aniwer in earneſt to Turrianws, its falle 
S which he affirms, That the equality of Authority can conſiſt 
S urc l ivino with Subordina/ion of one Biſhop to another, All 
S$ Biſh-r$ are Jure Divinoof alike Authority. Suborcination, 
3 0 diſtu.Ction of degrees in B:(hops are Fare bumano, as (hal 
SF bc p oved inthe following Books, 
6 We have vindicated two reafors, why theſe words of our 
. 2 S vior, Feed my (herp , conclude not that Perer was ordained 
| & Occumenick Fiſhop. 1 hefirſt wit, That feeding of the ſheep 
| of Chriſt, inferrsno dominion over them. The ſecond was, be- 
' 


cauſe our Savior injoy ned the Feeding of / is ſheep to others, 
as well as to Peter: which we proved by Scripture , and Fa- 
| thers , and anſw.red all what our Advcrſaries objected to the 
| contrair : Now followeth a third Reaſon, wherefore thoſe 
'| 3 words of our Savior to Peter, Feed my ſhzep, doth not con- 
| 3 clude him Occumenick Biſhop, and is this: becauſe many 
37 were Chrifts ſheep whom Peter did not feed, as the Indians, 
| Fthiptans, and Gentiles committed to the Apoſtlcſhip of 
Paul: yea, the yery Apoſtles them{elves were the ſheep of 
Chriſt, and yet we do not read in Scripture , or in writings 
ot the Ancients , that ever Peter did inſtru, corre, or ſend 
any of the other Apoſtles, or that he hai any way dCominion 
over theirs 

bellarmin ſteps in, endeavoring to prove, that Peter was 
injoyned by the'e words, Feed my ſheep, to feed the other As 
poſt esalſo: lie endeavorsto prove it two wayes. Firſt, rea- 
(on1ng from words : next, by arguments, He reaſons from 
worcs:wo wayes, Firſt, by a diſtintion of ſhe: p trom lambs, 
he reaſons thus our Savior faith to Perez tyyice, Feed my lambs, 
# x donce, Feed my ſheep : Bur, faith he, By twice naming of 
} lambs , he means two peoples , Jewes and Gentiles : by ſheep, 
F hz means Paſtors, or the Apoſtles themſelves, nd ſo accor. 
+ ding to this witty Gloſs, Peter is commanded to fred the 
Apoſticg 
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poſtles alſo. Bur if ye obje@ to him , That the Greek Text * 
marrs all his ſubrilty , becauſe it hath twice, Feed my hey, þ po 
and but once, Feed my lambs : He cuts that knot , by telling 
you that the Greek Text is corrupt : which is as much as to F- 
ſay , That the Greek copies , approved by the Ancients, (x | F be 
ſhal be proved, {ib. 6. is corrupt, and that the Latin verſion LS le 
( in which there is not ſo much as one found line) is pure, and 
that tomaintain a fanrtaſtick, ridicalouws , groundleſs Gloſs ofa Ir 
Feſui , againſt Scripture, againſt Antiquity, and an obje&of | ?} T 
n—__—_ to the moſt Learned of the Roman Church them- Þ ® 
elves. 7? Ot 
And firſt, Itis againſt Scripture , who in that ſort of ſpeech Þ 3 
takes evermore ſheep and lambs indifferently tor the ſamething, F * 
Matthew 10. 16. Itisfaid , Behold, I ſendyou a5 ſheep in hs 
midſt of wolves, Luke, cap. 10, verſe 3. ſpeaking of the ſame l 
Miſsion, ſaith , Go your wayes : Behold, 1 oe forth as lanbs } 3 & 
among wolves, The Syrian Interpreter in both theſeplacey, c 
calls the Apoſtles Lambs among Wolves, yea, our Savior, _ 
As 8. 32. is compared both ro a ſheep and 1 lamb, from 
s Iſai, 53.7. 3s to one thing : He was [ed like a ſheep tothe laugh- 
| fer , or like a lamb dumb before bis ſhearer : What thinks Bel. 
larmin of his ſubtile diſtintion now £ Secondly, all Antiqui- 
ty upon the ſaid paſſage of Joby 21. 15, 16,17. interprets 
lambs and ſheepto be one thing. So Awguftinus , traftat. 123; 
upon Fobn, Cyrillus upon John, lib. r2. cap. 64. Chryſoſts 
mu on John, Homily 87. 4mbroſius, or the Author of thoſe 
ſermons attributed to him, Sermon 46. lt isneedleſs to men» | * 
tion Other Fathers. | 
Thirdly , Bellarmin expoſes himſelf to the laughter of his 
own fellow Feſaits, as appears by two teſtimonies. Thefirſt 
is of Maldonat the Feſuit, upon Jobs 21. Where he hath thoſe 
words, Agnes eſſe eas , quiingrege, id eſt, in Eccleſis Chriſt 
eſſemt , dubium non eſt , nec ſubtiliter diſputendum , cur 4gn05 
pow | 
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potius , quam oves appellaverit * quod qui fecerit , videat etiams 
atque etiam , me dottu hominibus ret 167 prebeat ; where he EX - 
preſly affirms, Thoſe who make ſuch diſtinFtons, as Bellarmin, 
between lambs aud ſheep, expoſeth themſelves to the laughter of 
learntd men, 

The ſecond teſtimony is of Fanſenius in hu Concordance, 
It is needlc(s to ſer down his teſtimony , the ſubſtance of it is, 
{ Thar there is no my ſtery ar all that Chriſt now ſaith, Feed my 
# ſhecp, then feed my lambs, The Evangeliſt only changeth the 
7 terms, or words, ſignifying the ſame thing, Eleganite caſa, 

1 for clegancy, or ornatneſs, 
bellarmins ſecond reaſon from words, is from thoſe words of 
our Savior, My ſheep , my lambs, Allthe Apoſtles, faith Bet 
larmin, are the ſbeep of Chriſt : Ergo, Petey is commanded to 
feed them all by thole words, Feed my ſheep ; fince none are 
excepted , and thercfore the indefinit Preceprt , Feed my ſheep, 
is equivalent to this univerſal Precepr,Feea all my ſheep Which 
Twr:anw confirms not only by the Pronoun w#, but alſo by 
the Greek article 7% or 7@ Tg&:iCare v7, Which articleland Pro- 
noun eyermore maketh anindefinit univerſal. 

But ir is anſwered, This argument of Bellaymins is of like 
ſolidiry with the former. Firſt, it is againſt Scripture , to call 
an indefinit propoſition univerſal, as AQts 2.17, and your ſons 
and your daughters ſhal propheſy, and your young men ſhal ſee 
viſions, and your old men ſhal dream dreams : This one in- 
ſtance overtkrows the ſophiſtry of Be/larmin and Twrriants. 
Theſe propoſitions are indefinit: if univerſal,they were noto- , 
riouſly talie, ard yer they have both the Articles & and 
and the pronouns wer, 

Secondly, Albeit all the Apoſtles be the Sheep of Chri#, yet 
lome of Chriſts Sheep are a ted by bimſclt immediately, 
ſuch as the Apoſtles : othersare fed by thoſe whomChriſt 


appoints, and thoſe are only the Sheep our Savior ys -r 
thele 
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tice words, Feed my Sheep * VIZ all others behdes the A. , 
poſtles, which are alike fed by all the Apoſtles. 

In the next place, Bellarmin from his ſophiſtry in words, 
falls to his ſophiſtry in arguments. His firſt argument Is this, 
Theſe words, Feed my Sheep,are all one, as it our Savior had 
ſaid, Rule my Sheep-fold , or Flock: but the Shcep-fold of 
Chriſt is only one, in which the Apoſtles arc alſo compre. 
hcnded; Ergo, our Savior in the.c words, injoyns Peter tg 
tced the Apoſtles alſo. 

The ſophiſtry of this reaſon appears by the parallel of 
theſe words , Matthew 28. 19, Go ye teaching all Nation, 
which queſtionle(s is to reach the Sheep-told of Chriſt 
which is but one. And fince Bella, min will not deny, tha: 
Peter is one of that Sheep-fold : Ergo, according to Bellarming 
Logick, all the Apoſtles are injoyne:! inthele words, to teach 
Peter , or to feed Peter : which Beſſarmin will not deny tobe 
a great paradox, 

The {ophiſtry of this ſort of reaſoning, is all one with that, 
making paſce Oves meas, an univerſal Precept, which is only, 
indefinit, There is a great difference alſo between nawm wile, 
and univerſum Ovile : Unum Ovileis recom nended toevery 
Biſhop, but not wniverſum Ovile: Ina word, as we ſaid be. 
fore. theſe Sheep and Lambs, arc reant others beſides the A- 
poſtles, and notthe Apoſtles themſclves, 

Bellarmins {econd ſophiſtry is this, Our Savior in theſc 
words , commends unto Pertcr , cither all his Sheep, or none of 
them, or ſome certain indeſinit Sheep, or indefinitly Sheep : Its 
falſe, that no Sheep are commended to Pcter , or that ſome cer- 
tain Sheep are commended to Poter , or indefinit Sheep art 
commended to Peter: Ergo , All the Sheep are commended to 
Peter, and conſequently the Apoſ?!+s themſelves, 

But it is anſwered , Firſt, we retort the ſophiſtry, Mat- 
thew 28. 19. our Savior isjoyns all t/, ach 

10) 7e Apoſtles to teach, 


either 
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either ſome certain perſon, or no perſons , or tndefinit perſons, or 
all mo But the firſt three are abſurd (it Bellarmins Logick 
$ hold) Ergo, they are commanded to teach all perſ6ns,and con- 
F cquently Peter himſelf: which 3ellarmin will not deny to be 
3 agreat Paradox, 

3 Secondly, ommirting theſe foolries, we affirm, T hat our 

Saviorin thoſe words injoynes Peter, and all the Apoſtles, ts 

* teach that doffrine which he had revealed unto themſelve s im- 
3 mediatly - that is, as he had fed them, fo they ſhould ftced 
* others beſide themſelves, 

* Boſiusde fienis comes in with a notable ſophiſm which is 
this, our Savior (faith he) (aith nor to Peter, Feed my 
(beep hereafter, but in the preſenttenſe, Feed now my (beep: But 

when our Savior ſpake rheſe words , he had no other ſheep 
burtthe Apoſtles : Ergo, faith he , our Savior commands Peter 
# to feed the Apoſtles. 

Bur it is anſwered, we retort the argument juſt as we did 
before, our Savior, Matthew 28. 19. affirmerh, Teach ye. all 
Nations in the preſent tenſe, but there were no other Chriſtians 
fo be taught then, but the Apoſtles Cif BoJjus ſubſume tight.) 
Ergo, the Apoſt/es there, are commanded to teach Peter, whic 
* hewill not eatly grant, M1, 
| It is anſwered, Secondly, there js nq difficulty'in the words 
2 atall, the meaning of our Savior is no other, thefthat Petey 
* being by theſe words ordained an Apoſtle, or reſtored. to'his 
# Apoſtleſhip ( according to ſome Fathers ) is injoyned to put 
his funRion in praRice , with the firſt occafion : in theſame 
ſenſe, that the other Apoſtles, Matthew 28. 19. arc injoyned, 
to go andreach all nations, who were, ſubjeted tothe, by 
nght of their Apoſtleſhip : Bur in this place, Fo#n.21. to 
aim, that the other Apoſtles wete ſubjeRed to Peter, by 
reaſon of his Apoſtleſhip, is petitio principii, which we affirm 
to be notoriouſly Falſe, -M © CHAP. 


CHAP. X 
Of the Sophiſtry of Gregorius De Valentia, and the Candide 
4 r of SÞrvil of Cardinal Cuſanus, 

E have prolixly diſputec. thoſe three paſſages of 

VV \ / Scripture pretended by our Adverlaries , to 

prove that the Apoſtle Peter, was ordainedMo- 

narch of the Church by Chriſt : we will conclude the dilput 

withtwo paſſages , the one of Gregoris De Yalentia, that fs 

mous Feſ»it : the other of Cuſanws, that no leſs famous Cardi 

nal, The ingenuity of the laſt will be the more perſpicuous by 
the impudent Sophiſtry of the firſt, which is this, 

If our Savior, ſaith he, had ſaid to Peter , 1 will not build the 
Church uponthee , as upon a Rock : or thaw art not the Rock upon: 
which I will build my Church : or Iwill not give unto thee the 
kezes of the Kingdom of Heaven : what thou binds on earth [bal 
not be boundin Heaven: and what thou looſeſt on earth, ſhalns 
be looſed in Heaven ? Feed thou not my ſheep + without all que- 
ſtion, the Herericks would conclude, that our Savior didnot 
ordain the epoſtlePeter, Head and Monarch of the Churth: 
and therefore ſince our Savior ſaid unto Peter , Thow 4rtth 
Rock, wpon which I will build my Church : 1 will give wnto tht 
the keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven : what thou binds on tan) 


ſhal be bound in Heaven : and what thou looſeſt on earth ſhil t | 
leoſed in Heaven, And ſince our Savior injoned him to feed bi © 


ſheep : therefore ſaichhe, It cannot be denyed , that our St 
vior in theſe three paſſages , ordained the ſtle Perer Mo- 
narch of the Church : Becauſe , it the negation of thoſe things 
conclude, that Peter wasnot ordained Head of the Church by 


Chriſt , the afficmationof them concluds he was « having thu 
rcaloned , he falls to the commendation is-0me-ann 
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of his own 4cwmer: 
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' ne (um, That is 1 am certainly perſwaded, 
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and of his invincible Argument : affirming , ( not without 
laughter and aſtoniſhment of thoſe who read him ) Hic ni/ 
vel conſcientia reclamamte , vel pracipitante inſcitia, & inco- 
gitamia , nihil ab adverſariis reſponders poſe, certiſcimns [4- 
aith he, That nothing 
can be anſwered to this argument by our adverſaries , except they 
be blinded either with ignorance , or fight againſt the light of 
their own conſcience, 
When 1 read this argument of Yalentis, as it is related by 
Chameir, tom, 2. lib. 11. cap. 19, num, 11. I believed that 
Chameir had miſtaken him , Or elſe that there was vitium Typon 


| graphs, or 4 fault of the Printer : but when I conſulted Y«4len- 


#4 himſelf in his Analyſis, lib, 7, cap, 7, and his Commentarys 


| upon Thomas. | found to my aſtoniſhment, that he ſo played 


Ow 
EF ar © 1 : me 


the fool , and then bragged of his madneſs. This argument 


* of hisis a moſt ridiculous Sophiſm : and I cannotbut admire 
= that any learned man (ſuch as Yalentia)) was not aſhamed to 


make uſe of ſuch an Argument , much moreto btag of it asin- 


J yincible. 


% 


A 


The ground of his argument conſiſt in a Topick Axiom of 
his own diviſing againſt all the rules of Logick : vis, If the ne- 
gatlon of a certajn particular conclude = thing not to be: then 
the affirmation of the ſaid particular coucluds the ſaid thing tobe, 
as one would reaſon thus, it the Apoſtle Peter wasnora Paſtor 
of the Church, he was not Occumenick Biſhop, Ergo, if he 
was a Paſtor of the Church , he was Oecumenick Biſhop: 
which argument would prove any Paſtor of the Church, or all 
Paſtors of the Church to be Oecumenick Biſhops. Sothis 4x#- 
om of Yalentia is the foundation of a Syllogiſm conſiſting of af- 
firmatives inthe ſecond fizure : as one would reaſonthus. 

An Oecumenick Biſhyp is a Doftor, or Paſtor of the Charch, 
Peter and Paul were Dottors and Paſtors of the Church; 
Ergo, Peter and Paul were Oecumenich Biſhops. 

M 2 Who 
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Who ſces not this reaſoning to be childiſh Hphiſtry? howeyr 
any learned man brag, that ſuch an argument as this is iwyincj. þ 
ble *It is notorious, 1if we endeayor to reaſon according to that 
Axiom of Valentia : We muſt cither reaſonthus, in theſecong 
figure , whereall the Propoſition; are true, but the argument 
con'equent . becauſe conſiſting of 4ffirmarives, or eſe if we 
reaſon in the-farſt figure,the Propoſition or Major is notoriouſ- 
ly falſe, viz. 

All Paſtors of the Churcb aze Oecumenick Biſhops, 

Peter andPaul are Paſtors of the Chwch, 

Ergo, They are )ecumenick Biſhops, 

So it appears, that the Axiom of Yalentia is falſe; vi. when 
any thing ts diſproved by the negition of a particular : It is proved 
by the aſfi:mation of it, For although it follow, 

Simon Magus was ne Paſtor of the Church, 
Ergo, he was not Oecumenick Biſhop. 
Yet it doth por follow, 
Gregoriys de Valentia was 8 Dottor or Paſtor of the Church, 
' Ergo, he was Oecumenick Biſhop, 

And thug.we have retexed that invincible argument of Grt- 
gorius de Valentia, vic. If Peter did not ferd the flock of Chriſt 
and had nat the keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven, it follows ns 
No not Oecumenick Biſhop ? Ergo, if he did feed 
the ſheep [ef h:;ft, and had the keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven, 
Ittollows, that he was Occumenick Biſhop. Which argument 
concluds alike with this. 
= ma, red be not a man, he cannot be _—_— Ergo, 
if Luther be a man, he muſt be a Feſuite ; and thus much 
P alentia.. 

We have ſeen how our Adverfſatics diſpute , thoſe three 
Foundations of the Monarchy of Peter , and conſcquently, of 
the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome , upon which the truth ot 
falſhood of the Roman faith depends: fince without i, Of 

it 
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faich of the Church 07 Rome (as Bellarmin himſel® confeſſeth 
F in the preface of 13 books, de Pont. Rom,) Is a Body without 
7 « head, a houſe without a foundation, Moon-ſhine without the 
# Sun. Which isas much to ſay, as the ſupremacy of the Bi- 
3 ſhop of Rome , having no ground in Scriptureand Antiquity, 
2 the f:ith ofthe Modern Roman Church is no faith at all, What 
oround the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, or of Peter, 
hath in theſe three fore-mentioned paſſages of Scripture,from 
Matthew 16. 23. Matthew 16.19, John 21. 15, 16, 17. 1n 
| the opinion of the Ancients « We have prolixly ſhewed , by 
2 which appears, what little ſhelter our Adverſarics have in 
3 Antiquity : of which they brag ſo much. They brag alſo 
3 of Unicy, or concord among themſclves , and therefore it 
$ will not be unpleaſing to ſet down the opinion of Cardinal 
Cuſanus (as greatan Antiquary, as learneda man, ofas much 
Intergrity as any, whomever the Church of Rome produced) 
concerning theſe three foreſaid paſſages of Scripture ; upon 
which the koman faith is founded : His words, 1b. 2. cap. 13. 
concord, Cathol. Are theſe following, Nibhil enim dictum eſt 
$ ad Petrum, quod etiam alys diftum nor (it : nonne ſicut Petro 
diftum eſt, quodcunque ligaveris, ita alys eft difttum, quem. 
$ cungue ligaverits? Et quanquam Petro diftum ef, Tues 
Petrus. $z Petrus per Petram lapis fundamenti Eccleſia in- 
telligi deberet, tunc ſecundum , $. Aierony mum 7t4 ſemiliter 
aly Apoſtoli fuerunt lapides, Apoc, 21: Et ſicut diftum eſt 
Petro, Paſce Oves,tamen iſta Paſtura eſt inverbo & exemplo, 
ue pracipitur alys CApoſtolis , ite in mundum unver. 
ſum, & 
3 Tris Engliſhed,thus, Nothing was ſaidto Peter,which was not 
2 ſaid tothe other Apoſiles:as it was ſard unto Peter, What ever thou 
ſhalt binde, &c- Was it not alſo [aid to the reſt, Whom ſoever 
Je ſhal binde. &c? Andalthough it was ſaid unto Peter, Thou 


art Peter, if Peter be ſignified by the Rock, as a ſtone of the 
foundation 


F, 
A » 
4 ry tha. 


the other Apoſtles were alſo foundation ſtones , Apoc. 21, 4ni 
as it was ſaid to Peter, Feed my Sheep, nevertheleſs, thy 
feeding conſiſts in teachins, and example, which « injoynedy, 
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foundation of the Church : then according to Hieronymy, F 


the other Apoſtles alſo, in theſe words , Go ye teaching all x, 


tions. And thus much Caſanws, in which words although a Cyr. 
dinal,yert he ſhews himſclt aProteſtant,inthe expoſition of thel 


places, whichare the chief baſis of the Atodern Roman faith, 


and he proves his expoſition by Scripture, and Antiquity, 
Which 1s as much to ſay, that in his opinion to -wreſt theſe 
three paſſages , to prove the inſtitution of Peter Monarchy 
the Church, js againſt both Scripture, and Antiquity: Yez, 
in an other place, vi7. diſt. in novo 24. queſt- 1, heexprelly 
affirms, That it is moſt certain that Peter got no more power 
from Chriſt , then the other Apoſiles ; his words are, Sed 
ſcimas quod Petrus nihil plus poteſtatis a Chriſto accepit aly; 
Apdſtols : and becaule they diſtinguiſh Equality of Order, 
from Equality of Juriſdiftion , that is, all the Apoſtles had 
cqual power of 0ratr, but not of Furiſdittion. And where. 
as , Secondly, they diſtinguiſh mediate power from immediate 
power , behold their Unity , yet in both theſe diſtinRions: 
Franciſcus de Vittoria (according to Cane, loc. theol, lib, 12. 
cap. 1. the learnedſt Divine of Spain) Relect. 2. queſ. 1. 
concluſ. 3. & 4. hath theſe words, Poteſlatem 4poſtal rect- 
perunt immediate a Chriſto, quod pro certs mihi videtur pri- 
nunciandum, Hec eff apert? | ny Cypriani, epiſt. de uni- 
tate Eccleſie : hoc erant ceteri Apoſloli quod P etrus, nec 45- 
dienda eſt gloſſa, dicens, Hoc non intelljgi de poteſtatis rye) 
tudine, ut patet apud Cyprianum. Quod pro certo mihi vi. 
detur pronunciandum : In which words , he not only af 
firmeth, That all the Apoſtles had their power immediately from 
Chriſt : but alſo, alike power immediatly from Chriſt : repre- 


hending that ordinar diſtintion of the Roman Church , vits { 


That 
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"| FThat all the Apoſtles although they had their power imme” 
AF diatcly from Chriſt, yet — plenitudinem poteFatis, 
which he proves by that paſlage of Cyprian, de wnitate Eccle. 
fie, afhrming , What ever Peter was, the other Apotes were 
I the ſame, of alike power and dignity with him. And thus much 
7 of theſe three famous paſſages of Scripture , Matthew 16. 18, 
and 19, and John 21. v.15, 16,17.allthe grounds which theſe 
7 of the Church of Rome have, to prove that the bleſſed A- 
! poſtle Peter, was ordained by our Savior, viſible Monarch of 
the Church, or Head of the Church under himſelf. 


of firſt Peter, Fifth verſe Vindicated, 


putarion, to prove a yegative : or that Peter was not 

ordained Oecumenick Biſhop by Chriſt ( it being e- 

nough for them, to refute theſe arguments of our 

Adverſarics, endeavoring to prove he was) yet ſince the 

Spirit of God, (forc-ſecing that the ſupremacy of Peter would 

2 be the pretended foundation of that Kingdom of A4nti-Chriſt) 

7 hath recorded ſeveral paſſages in Scripture, expreſly inhibiting, 

= and militating againſt that function of Yſible Head, and 0 ecu- 

7 menick Biſhop. Therefore theſe paſſages ought not to be 

# neglected ( fince they are ;recorded in | for our in- 

7 ſtruction) but onthe contrair, diligently examined, and vin- 

2 dicated , frony the perplexed ſophiſtry ot.our Adverlſaries, 

4 Thcir offenſive ſophiltry, inthoſe three places which we have 

already diſputed, was very great : their defenſive in theſe 

# three following is no leſs : Bur ina fourth placeclaimed by 
both fidcs moſt admirable. 


Our Adverſacics pretended three arguments, to prove yy 
1(3. 


| 

| CHAP. Xt 

Lthough Proteſtants be not oblieged by law of Dil. 
/ \ 


Church was built upon him, Secondly, Becauſe the key, 
O Heaven were promiſed to him, Thirdly , Becauſe oy 
Savior directed theſe words to him , Feed my Sheep, Thy 
Proteſtants diſput againſt the ſupremacy of Peters inſtitution 
by Chriſt, by three arguments alſo. The firſt is, becuuſeal 
Domination is fo-bidden in C hurch.Officers. The ſecond 
is, becauſe there is no Head in the Church but only Chriſt, 
The third is becauſc the Apoſtles puts more perſons then one 
in the firſt or higheſt place of the Hierarchy of the Church, 

Thefirſt argument, then, is this, Al dominion is forbiddey 
in the Church, but the inſtitutiow of Peters Monarchy of the 
Church, or an Oecumenick Biſhop , tnferrs domination : Ergy 
the office of an Oecumenick Biſhop is forbidden in the Church 
The Minor is proved by 1. Peter 5. 2.and 3. Feed the Flock 
of God, which drpenaeth upon you, caring for it not by con- 
ſfraint z but willingly, not for filthy lucre, but of a ready mind: 
not as though ye were Lords over Goas heritage, but that ye may 
be enſamples to the Flock, 

Sanderus,lib.6. cap. 1. Of his Monarchy, ſeems to deny the 
— UVF, That an Oecumenick Bilbop inferrs domination: 
Aftirming itinferrs only Primacy, but he is abandored by all 
the Doctors of the Church of Rome, ſince it cannot be denyed, 
that the Biſhop of Fome hath domination ( and as ſhal imme- 
diately be proved) Tyranick domination, And therefore, all 
the Doctors of the Church of &ome diſtinguiſh, viz. that 
Tyranick domination is only forbidden, 7. Peter 5. they deny 
that the domination of an Oecumenick BiſhoÞ is Tyranical. 

But it is replyed, Firſt, that all domination is forbidden,and 


b 


not only Tyranical domination. Secondly , the domination of | : 


an Oecumenick Biſhop, is tyranical, as it js now exCerciſed by 
the Biſhop of Rome, F 
Haines our Countrey-man , diſþut. lib. 1, anſwers that 


Peter F 
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Peter 1, 5+ forbidds only, tyrannical domination, which he 
proves by the Greek werb, «ara, uſed by the Apoſtle 
incheſaid place, which cvermore imports tyrannical domi. 
7 nation, as the vers, "pwn , ſignifies to exerciſe dominion 
| lawfully. 


But he is miſtaken : Both theſe verbs are uſed promi- 
ſcuouſly in Scripture for the ſame: both ſignifying lawful do- 
minion, or exerciſing dominion lawfully, as appears by com- 
paring, Matthew 20. 25. and Mark 10. 42, where the verb, 


; raraxuprwwiw is uſed, ſpeaking how the Kings of the Gentiles 
2 excerciſe dominion over their Subjects ? But, Luke 22. 25, 


! ſpeaking of the ſame Lording, he uſeth the other Greek wer6, 


\ 
| 
| 
? 
| 


wpw/ar, Whereby it appears that theſe two Greek verbs ſig- 
nify both one ſort ot ruling which is lawful : and not the 
one of them uſed by Peter, 1. 5. fignifyeth tyrennical demina. 
tion : Since none will deny, that the ruling, or domination 
of the Kings of the Gentiles, may be lawtul domination. 
Which is further confirmed, becauſe the Septaagints, ſpeaki 
of lawful domination, in many places uſcth-the ſame Gree 


| verb, x«ravyutuy , made uſe of by Peter, 1. 5. 3. as Pſalms 


72. 8. and 110. 2. and Geweſis 1, 28. other innumerable pla- 


$ ces might be added, but theſe are ſufficient. 


It is anſwered , Secondly , Although it were granted, that 


: 1yrannical domination were only forbidden, Peter T. 5s YCt it 
7 quite overthrowes an Oecumenick Biſbop, Or the damination 


now exerciſed by the Biſhop of Rome, then which nogreater 
tyranny can be imagined, fince he takes wpon himſelf, (- 
prean dominion : 1, 1» Spirityals.. 2. [1 Tempoy ls. 3. Over 


: Souls departed. 4, Over Augels.5. He takes upon. him ticles 


\ 


, 


_ to God himſelf. 6. Hears bleſphemoys compariſons of 
imſ{clf with Chriſt, made to hinſclt by others : got only not 
puniſhing theſe blaſpheming Pareſyts,, bur alſo hearing them 
patiently, and rewarding them. Theſe fix particulars - 

incredible 
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incredible, notwithſtanding that they are the doftrine of the 
eMolern Church of Reme, and particular Church of Rome (the 
infallibility of which Be/armin with great animoſity endeavors 
ro demonſtrate, lib; 4. de Pont. Rom. cap. 4.) appears by what 
followerh, tracing theſe fix particulars in order. 

And firſt, He aſſumes to himſclt 1»fa/libility in Cathedr,. 
that is. Teaching the whole Church he cannot err: which is 
moſt abominabletyranny: (ince under the pain of Hereſie we are 
bound to believe a Pope , it he ſhal teach Herefie, They ſtrive 
tociude this, Zecabſt 6 Pope cannot teach Hereſie to the whole 
Church. Which aſſertion of theirs is falſe , as appears by 
theſe following reaſons. Firlt, It is granted by them all, that 
Popes may be moſt wicked men; yea, and Magicians, But 
itis madneſs ro affirm, that men living in paction withthe 
Devil, cannor err, teaching the whole Church. Secondly, 
It is evident by Hiſtory, and confeſſed by Barroniw himſelf, 
Anno 538, num. 20. and Liberatus, breviar, cap. 21.that 
V igilius Biſhop ef Rome, obtained that Biſboprick from the Ems 
preſs Theodora': and from Beliſarius General to Juſtinianus 
the Emperor , Fram ng to the Empreſs to caſs and abrogat 
che Council of Chalcedon, ts eftabliſh by authority the Ewty- 
chian Hereſie, and by promiſing gold to the ſaid Beliſarius : 
and likewiſe that be wrote ſeveral Epiſtles to — 
confirming them in the Eutychian Hereſie.Bur it is impudence 
ro deny, that any entring to the Biſhoprick of Rome, by luch 
means, can be infallible in teaching the Church. Thirdly, 
They who affirmand teach that a Biſhop of Rome « infallibit 
in Cathedra , fights againſt reaſon, common ſenſe, and the 
light of all Hiſtory z by which it appears, that ſeveral Pope! 


have not only been condemned by other Popes,” and geners 
Councils, for Hereticks , but alſo for teaching Hereſie : Of 
which we ſhal give many inſtances.payt 3.156. 2.tedious to be il- 
ſerted here ; we will only mention Honerime Biſhop of _ 
vw 
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who was condemned as an Heretick by the ſixth General 
Council, 4#: 12. & 13. by the ſeventh General Council in 
the laſt : &. by thecight General Council, a. 7. And like- 
wiſe it appears by the records of the {aid Councils, thatthe 
ſaid Honorius was declared an Heretick ,-by three Biſhops of 
Rome, CAgatho, Leo ſecond, and Adrianus ſecond: and'leit 
they think to eſcape this difticulty by diſtinguiſhing (as they 
uſero do in ſuch caſes) that Honoriae tawght Hereſie 46 
4 private perſon, and not in Cathedra: It is evident by the 12. 
and 13, Act of the {1xth Council, that the ſaid Council con- 
demned two decretal Epiſtles of the ſaid Honoriae, as Hereti> 
cal. But none will deny that Popes in their decretals , reach 
the whole Church. Alphonſus, decaſtro,lib. 1. cap. 4. page 20. 
concluds, Ceteſtinus Biſhop of Rome taught Hereſie , Fae 
he had read Heretical Dotirine, in anold decretal Epiſtle of his; 
Likewiſe of late, Pope John 23. was declared an Heretick by 
the Council of bs ofay and Exgenivs 4. by the Council of 
Baſil. By whichis lufficiently proved,The tyrannical dominion 
of the Biſhops of Rome in Spirituals, fince all of that Church 
are bound to believe that as an Article of Faith which he 
teacheth, althongh he ſhould teach Hereſie, call oood evil, and 
evilgeod: As appears by that blaſphemous gloſs, 1» capt 
quanta perſonam de tranſlatione Epiſdopi indecretalibus. Where 
it is atfirmed that none ſhould preſume to call in queſtion 
what the Pope doth £ Since he hathan Heavenly arbitriment, 
can change the nature of things , make Juſtice Injuiice, 
Injufice F ofbice £ Which if it be not tyrannical domination 
none is imaginable: the words of the glols are theſe following, 
Papa habet celefte arbitrium,&r ideo naturam rerum mutare;po- 
teſt [ubſtantialia unixs rei applicando aly,& de xullo poſſe aliquid 
fuvere, & ſententiam que nulla eſt, facerealiquam : in his que 
vult ei eſſe pro ratione voluntatem: nec efſe quiti dicat ,cur it 
facis ? Poteſt enim ſuprajus diſpenſare , & de injuſtitia fa. 
N2 " " 0 
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cere juſtitiam 11, 97 & mutando : demwm pleninudi. þ, 
nem obtinet poteſtatss. It ſhal be proved likewiſe, pr. 4 .lib.r, 
that he gives pardons. formoncy, for ſins to be CcOnmitted for 
ſo many years to come. And thus much of his tyrannicaldon;. 
ion in Spirituals, which was the fir{t particular, 

The fecond particular of his tyramnical dominion,is inTem. 

porals. Anthority of depoſing Kings, is attributedunto him, Þ Y P: 
itis taughtby the Church of Rome , that the Pope hath power 
ro abſolve Subjects from their Oarhs of fidelity ro their nan. £5 0 
ral Princes ;zto command them to fight againſt them, and con. Þ? 6 
ſequently to kill them : that all are oblieged to acknow. I 
ledge him fortheir natural Prince whom the Pope ſhal appoint, Þ 
It is raught alſo in that Church, That the Pope i direct My. Þ- 
march of the whole World , both in Spirituals and Temporals, | * 
So Bozins, lib, yo. de ſignts Eccleſi £,and Carerins de poteſlate 
Pape, and all the Canoniſts they teach alſo , That 4 Pope deps- 
ſing « King without any reaſon, but his will, doth him no wrong, }/ 
becauſe betakes on wo is his own fromhim : As aKins (| 
doth no wrong to the Governor of a Province , when he gives 
his government to- another Subject, Although the former 
have done no offence, as is maintained by Thomas Bozins,lib. 
3-6 4: de jure ſtatns. 
'- Here our -Romiſh Emiſſaries in Scotland endeavor 
to perſwade their - Profelytes that this doctrine of depoſing 
Kings, is not thedoctrine of the Church of Koame , bur only 
of ſome patricular Perſons, whom they call the Popes Flat. 
terers. 

But is replyed , that thoſe Gentle-men are cither not well 
verſed in their own principles , - or clſethey 'are like Father 
Cotton the Jeſaite, who' being demanded by the Parliament of | 
Parts, If he believed that the Popes had power to depoſe Kings? | 
Anſwered , He did not believeit in France, but if he were at | 
Romie,be would believe it, However that it is to the doctrine of 


the 


: 
+ ©, 


; 
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the Church of Rome. that the Pope hath power to depoſe Kings 
is proved by theſe following reaſons, which will puzle thoſe 
gentlemen very ſore to anſwer. The firſt is this , innumerable 


{ Books are Printed teaching this dodtrine,and yer are Printed by 


authority and licence, as containing no doctrine, contrair to the 
true Catholick doQrine of the Church of Rome, Ergo, the de- 
poſing of Kings by the Pope is the true Cathotick aottrine of the 


3 Church of Rome: ſince a doQtrine which is not contrary to the 
+ doctrine of the Church of Rome, muſt of ncceſlity be the 
# doftrine of rhe Church of Rowe, 


The ſecond reaſon is this, All the Roman Doctors unanie 


7 mouſly maintain , ( owe ſome few who dare not ſet out their 


Head ) that what ever the Pope and his Cardinals diſcern in 4 
Conclave, is of equal ( if not of a Superior) Authority , with that 
which i decreed ina General Council , but the Conclave at Rome 
ives unto the Pope power of depoſing Kings: Ergo, it is the 
oQrineof the Church of Rowe, Thar ſuch power is given 
to the Pope by the Conclave, appears by innumerable bulls, * 
as that of Gregory 9. againſt Henry the 4. Emperor, That 
of Paul rhe third, againſt Henry the $8. of England. Of Paul 


| the 5. againſt QueenElizabeth, Of Sixtus the 5. againſt Hen- 


ry 3. 4nd 4. Kings of France, 
The third reaſon is this, Every one is bound to believe that 


* to bethetrue DoQtrine of the Church of Rome , which the Pope 
* texcheth in Cathedra,in which caſe they maintain he is infallible, 


But the Pope teacheth in Cathedra, that he hath power to depoſe 
Kings by hisdecretal bulls ,obliging the whole Church(as is no- 
torious) in which he aſſums to himſelf 24a power, as appears by 
innumerable of his Bulls ,cſpecially by thoſe now mentioned a- 
painſt theEmperor , Kings of £ »gland & France: in which, heex- 
prſly aſſumes unto himſ-1t authority of bui/ding, or 2dificandi, 
of caſting down, or demoliengi, of planting, plantanat ; of 100- 
ting out, eradicandi, transferendi, of transferring, King _ 

bis 
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hi pleaſure. In (cme of which Bulls alſo, he applyethto him. 
ſelt thoſe words of the Propher, Per me Reges regnant, By my 
Kings reign: which is no-orious blaſphemy, And thuswehay, BY 
proved, againſt thoſe Gentlemen, that they are miſtaken, jn 
denying that is the Doctrine of the Church of Kome, which 
21verh authority unto the Pope, to depoſe King, 

They are not yet (atisficd , as appears by two objciong, 
made by one of thoſe Gentlemento my ſelt : The firſt was 
this, that I could not inſtrut, that it was 1he Dottrine 4 
any General Council, that the Pope hath power ta depoſe Kings: 
and conſequently I could not make out, it was the dodrineg 
the whole Church of Rome. To which objection I anſwered 
Firſt, that I had made it out , That it was the doFrine of Popes 
in Cathedra, and conſequently I had made it out, that he and if 
other Romaniits , were obliged to believe it as an Article of 
Faith, He told me plainly, he did much doubt of that, neither 
was he of that opinion , That the Pope could not err in cathedrs, 
bur ſtill preſſed me to = it by the Authority of ſome Ge» 
neral Council , -proteſting he deteſted that dofrine as un- 
ſound. I defired him to read Beronins, anno 1072. and he 
would find , th4tthe Emperor, Henry the 4. was exautorated 
by 4 Council at Rome, nwm. 16, 19,18. and by another 
Collen, 1118. mum, 20, and by another art Fritifar, 1bjd, 

The Gentleman anſwered very pertinently , That thel 
were only petty particular Councils : but he defired the autho- 
rity of a General Council. 1 defired him torcad Baronius,0dan 
"um 1102. Bum, 1, 2,3. and alſo the fame Author, 1116. 
num. 5, and alſo ann 1119. Where he will find that do&rine 
to bethe detFrine of General Councils , eſpecially , that of Late- 
r4n, anno iis. is calledaGeneral Council by Baronims. Like- 
wiſc 1 defired him to read Byoviws , anno 1245. um. 4. Tht 
Council of Lions, intbe tombs of Councils , tow, 28. p3ge 431 \ > 
The decretals ſext de ſententia & re judicata ( ad dnfuts) | 
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where he would find , that the Emperor Frederick the ſecond. 
was deprived, ordeclared to be deprived, and his ſubjeS 
quit from their Oaths of Allegiance by Innocentins 4.inthe Coun- 
cil of Lions, 1 defired him alſo to read an AR of a General 
Council at Lateran, under Innocent third, where he would 
find that do@rine, or that power of Depoſing Kings , attri- 
buted tothe Pope: which Act he would find in BJowius, 4nno 
1215. Paragraph 3, in Binniws and Crab in their calleion of 


* Councils, C, 1;. andinGregorims, de heret. C. excommunicamus, 


I deſiicd him alſotoread , Seſc 25. Canon 19.0t the Coun« 


| cil of Trent , wherc he would find that power of the Popes ſo 
7 intelligibly aſſerted , and conſequentielly (although not expel. 


ly) that it was one of the main reaſons for which the Kingdom 
of Frence ſtood out againſt that Council of Trentsrcjefting ity 
Authority, By theſaid Canon, any Dominus fund: is depri. 
ved of the Dominionof it , if a diiel be fought in it : and ſince a 
King i comprebended under Dominus ſwndi, the Council takes 
upon it, to deprive him of 4 part of bus Kingdom : but if 
they have power to deprive him of a __ by the ſame reaſon, 
they take upon them power to take his whole Kingdom 
from him. And this way 1 anſwered his firſt objeRion, viF, 
that it could be inſtrutted by AR of no Council, fat the 


Pope had power 18 depoſe Kings , and conſequently it was not the 


docrine ofthe Church of Rome. 

His ſecond objeQion was , that notwithſtanding all this, ir 
was not the doQrine of the whole Church of Rome, becauſe 
all the Church of France rejeRted it as a pernicious doAtrine, 

I anſwered this objeQtion by a two-fold diſtinttion, The 


firſt of times, vis, When the King of France was low , and ihe 
Pope bi#h, © The ſecond diſtinion was of cauſes , wherefore 
Kings are depoſed? one of which, and the main one was here- 
fe, 1 defired him toread hiſtory , and he would find, that 


when,the Kings of France were low, and their Kings ſuſpe#ed of 
Hereſie 
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hereſie , that it was the doctrine ofthe whole Clergy of France, 
that the Pope had power of depoſing ſuch Kings at ſuch times: (g 
proving ot which, I deſired him to read fi:it a decree of the 
Sorbon, printed at Paris , in which they approved the bulls of 
Sixt 5, excommunicating and depoſing Henry 3 & 4. Kings 
of France, 1 defired him ſecondly to read that ſpeech of Cards. 
nal Peron, in the name of the Clergy of France,as their Speaker 
in an Aſſembly of the Eſtates: in which ſpeech, he openly main- 
tains, That it « the opinion of the whole Chat rance,and 
ever was, that Heretical Kings (that 1s ProtgMants ) ought to 
be —_ : thatthe Pope had power todepoſe them : and that tres 
French.men ought them no allegiance, Ani thus much of the 
Popes power in — by the way : it ſhal be more large» 
ly diſputed ( God willing) part. 3, {ib, 2 what we haveſaid is 
ſufficient to prove, That the Dominion of the Biſhop of Rome i 
tyrannical, and conſequently, according totheir own confeſſi- 
on forbidden, Peter 1.5, 3. 

The third particular of the tyrannical Domination of the Bi- 
ſhop of Rome, is over ſouls departed, 

The fourth is over 4»gels, Both which uſurpations - 
pear by the Bull of Clement ſixth proclaiming a Fubile, T 
words of the Bull are theſe, Concedimw, # confeſſus in vis 
moriatur, ut ah omnibns peccatis ſis fit immunis penitus & a 
ſolutws:& mandamus Angelis, ut animam © purgatorio penitss 
abſolutam , in Paradift gloriam introducant, And in another 
Bull, No/umus ut pen inferni ils infligatur, concedens cruct 
ſrgnati ad torum vots tres aut quatuor animas, ques volunt tx 
purgatorio poſſe eripere: in which Bulls he takes upon him 


to command Angels, and to plate Souls is beaven or he's 
he pleaſeth. 


The 5. particular, proving the tyranny of the dominon of | 


the Biſbop of Rome, is, ina wning divin power to himſelf: 


; 


SO Niglans 24 it Gratianus iſt.g6, ( Satss evidenteyr, Where 
he 
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he affirms, That the Pope cannot be Judged by any Secular Prince, 
becauſe the Pope was called God by Conſtantine, but God cannot 
be judged by man. Likewiſe, Bonifacius, 8+ 6, decret, deelettiq- 
ne C, fundementa, affirms, That $, Peter was aſſumed in the fel-+ 
lowſhip of the individual Trinity: and conſcquently,the Biſhop of 


J Zome hath the ſame priviledge, as Peters Succe//or, SOGloſſa 


extravag, C, antique de veto, Where ſpeaking of Matrimony 


F held by the Church of Rome, to be a Sacrament of divine Infti- 


tstionz a doubt is moved, how that vow made in Matrimony, 
can be diſſolved by a Conſtitution of the Church 2 Since it 
was made ſolemnly to God. The Gloſſator anſwers the doubt, 
T hat it cannot be made void by 4 meer man: but only by the 
Pope, who is not a 'meer man , but Gods Vicar, Thirdly, he 
ulurps Divinity in making the Decreral Epiſtles, or the Canon 
law of equal authority with the Scriptare, Yo Gratianws, diftint?, 
19, C. in Canonics expreſly aftirms fomuch. Innumerable 
examplesmight be afforded of this kind, but thoſe are ſufficient, 
The fixth and liſt particular of the Ty-anny of the Domina. 
tion of the Biſhop of Reme is, hw hearing . patientiſcimis au- 
ribus, without afcove , blaſphemous titles attributed to him in 
Orations, Books, and Pamphlets printed by his Authority : 
which is all one , as he had tiled himſelf by thoſe titles. So 
by the Gloſs in the Canon Law , he is called our Lord God the 
Pope , as is found in thoſe Editions printed at Lions 1584. and 
at Par# 1585. 1601, 1612, All which Editions were ct out 
after Gregmy 13. had correted the Canon Law: the words 
are, Credere Dominum Deum noſtram Papam, Conditorem diff e 
decretalis , non ſic potuiſſe ſtatuere , pront ſtatuit, hereticum cen- 
ſeatar, extravagant, John 22. tit, 14. de verb, ſig. cap. 14. &c, 
Wecould produce innumerable ſuch , but itwere tedious; yer 
we cannot omit that blaſphemous Pamphler, preſented ro /»- 

. nocent the 10. who before his Popedom was called Cardinal 
Pamphilius, The ſcope of which ys istO —_—_— 
opt 
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Pope , whom he calleth Pamphilius, with Chriſt, whom he cy. 
leth Philiue, To be ſhort, he preferrs the Pope to Chriſt 
moſt horrible manner ; and yet the Pope waz nowiſe offende] 
atthiefl ittery ; It ſeems, he underſtood not what blaſphemy 
meant ; for an other tim? being defired to hear a Theologicy 
Controverſlic between the Fanſeniſts , and Moliniſts diſputed 
before him , that he might determin it « He anſwer ed, Hews 
an old man, it dd not belong to his profeſſion , and be had nevy 
ftadied Divinity, as is reported by $. Amour in his journal, 
where he affirms, He heard the Pope affirm ſo publickly. And 
thus much of Peter 1.5. 3. Thefirſt Argument of Proteſfanty 
a2ainſt Peters inſtitution of Occumenick Biſhop, we have pro- 
vedrwothings inthe vindication of thar paſſage. The firſtis, 
that nog only tyrannical Domination, but all ſort of Domination 
is forbidden in that-place. The ſecond is,alrhough ir were gran- 
ted, that only tyrannical Domination in Church-men were for. 
bidden in the ſame place: yet it quite overthrows the inſtitution 
of an Oecumenick Biſhop, which we haveproved to be mof 
8yrannical, and that by fix arguments, which in effcR, amongſt 
andide men areunan({werable, 


CHAP. XIhþ 


The Supremacy of Peter aſſaulted, from Epheſians 1. 22 4 
23. & 5433+ And Coloſſians r 18. 


N the former Chapter we aſſaulted the Inſtitution of Peter 
in that Occumenich Biſhoprick, by the teſtimony of Peter 
him(cIf, forbidding all fort of Lording or Domina'ion in 
Church men : where we alfo proved two things, Firſt thatnot 
only ; nr Domination was forbidden by the Apoſtle it 
Church Rulers, butall Domination. Secon ly, although #- 


rennical Lording had only been forbidden , nevertheleſs the 
1n- 
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injun&tion of the Apoſtle inhibited, That Lording ſumed by the 
B)ſhop of Rome now fo himſelf : proving by demonſtrative ar» 

ments, that the power of the Biſhop of Rome now-a-dayes,was 
not only tyrannical, but blaſphemous , and 4 right-down Giganto- 
machy : which (hal more largely beproved, part. 4.1:b.t. In 
this following chapter, we make uſe of a ſecond argament 2+ 
gainſt the inſtitution of Petey in that #niverſal Biſboprick by 
Chriſt : vis, it appears by theſe Scriptures mentioned in the 
title , That Chriſt « the Head of the Church : and if Peter were 
by divine Inſtitution 0 ecomenick Biſhop, the Church would 
have two heads , fince our adyerſaries maintain, that an Occu- 
menick Biſhop & head ofthe Church, 

They anſwer to this difficulty., -varying one from another, 
ſome one way, ſome another , fome the third way , others the 
fourth. Ir will not be unplcafing to examine their Sophiſtry. 
The firſt anſwer is of Be{armin diſtinguiſhing: The Church, faith 
he, cannot have two principal Heads, nevertheleſs it may have 
two heads, whereof the one « ſuberdinat tothedther, 1n a word 
he anſwers, Chriſt is Caput primarium Eccleſe , primary head of 
the Church, Peter, and his Succeffors, the Biſhops of Reme are 
Capita ſecundaria, or ſecundary heads, But this diſtinQion of 
Bellarmins is both againſt Scripture and Antiquity : Ir is a- 
painſt Scripture, which calling Chriſt the head of the Church, 
and the Charch the body of C/ riſt, doth ſo by a 11 etaphor taken 
from a humane body : and, as a humane body cannot have two 


; heads, one ſubordinat to another,that the ſimilitude may hold, 


the Church cannot have two heads. 

Secondly , this plurality of heads in the Church is againſt 
Antiquity, Gregorius Magnus , lib, 4. epiſt. 36. diretted to 
Eulogius , Biſhop of 4lexandriz, exclaims moſt bitrcrly againſt 
Fohn Biſhop of Conſtantinople, taking upon him to be head of 
the Church under Chriſt : neither is it of any moment what ſome 
objeRt, that Gregory doth not inveigh againſt the tive it ſelf of 

O23 Oecu- 
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Oecumenick Biſbop, but only a:4inſt Fohu Patriarch of Conſtan- 
tinople , for uſ#. ping to himſelf that title, Head of the Church, 
which did not belong unto him , but tothe Biſhop of Rome, a | 
Succeſſor to Peter, We affirm this ſolution is Black $q. 
phiſtry , becauſe Gregory diſputs generally againſt all who pre. 
ſume to take upon them that title, whether Biſhops of Rome 
net , as appears by his general reaſon. He arguments thus; 

He is proud and arrogant ,and 4 fore-runner of Antichriſt , and 
like Lucifer, exalting himſelf above the other Angels, nh 
takes upon him that which is proper to Chriſt, orbelongs to Chiiſt 
only, 

bh he who takes upon him to be head of the Church, takes 
that upon him which belongs only to Chriſt: Ergo, 

By which reaſoning of Gregorlns, it is evident, that he diſ- 
puts againſt all whotake upon them to be ſecundary heads of 
the Church, Biſhop of Rome , and all : his reaſon militats no 
leſs againſt the Biſhop of Rome , then againſt him of Conſtanti- 
ueple: and in his 78, Epiſtle, he ingeminars the ſame reaſon, 
viz, That thoſe who take upon them to be Head of the Church 
wander Chriſt, will not be able to holdup their face at the liſt day: 
_—_ in ſo doing , they took upon them that title which belonge 
ed only to Chriſt - which title alſo , Gregory in ſeveral other of 
his Epiſtles , calls new, Blsſphemous, againſt the mandats of 
Chriſt, Canons of the Apoſtles, Conſtitutions of the Church, 
Which teſtimonies of Gregory ſhal be examined hereafter, and 
—_— from the ſophiſtrics of Bellarmin, Baronius, and. 
others. 

- This fecundary head, isalſo aſſaulted by 3aſfilize in Aſceti+ 
cs in the Proem, where he calls Chriſt the only head of the 
Church, And thus ye have the opinion of Baſilis , and Gre» | © 
goriws , both called the Great , that a Secundary Head of the | | 
Church , iS an Antichriſtian fition, ſince they thunder fo a- 
gunſt it in the perſon of any one man: none can beſo ignorant, 
as 
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as tothink, that Gregoriows exclaimed againſt John, for taking 
on himthar tile of caput primariam: Ergo,the thing he diſpurs 
againſt, is that capur ſecundarium, defended now by Bellarmin, 

Bellarmin nevertheleſs diſputs tor that ſecandary head, 
three wayes, Firſt, becauſe ir is no wayes injurious to 
Chriſt. Secondly , becauſe it i{{uſtrats the glory of Chriſt, 
F Thircly, becauſe it is neceſſar to the Church. Let us hear 
} how he pleads 2 Andfirſt, how he proves it is not contr- 
meliows to Chriſt ? His argument is this, Many tit!es of Chriſt 
&# arecommuaicated tomengluch as Paſtor, Biſhop, Apoſtle , Pro- 
3 phet, Light, Foundation: Yea, andthe title of God himſelf; 
7 and yertno injury is doneto Chriſt, whenmen are called 4. 

poſtles, Paſtors, Doftors, and Gods, &c, Ereo, no injury is 


27 done to Chriſt, whena man is called Head of the Church under 


Him, And conſequently, a ſecundary Head of the Church 
is no waycs contrair to Scripture. 

Bur it is anſwered , Firſt, we have warrand in Scripture 
for theſe other titles, attributed to both Chriſt and men : bur 
we have no warrand in Scriptureto call any man Head of the 
Church. By which it appears , that our Savior hath reſerved 
that title to himſelf alone. It-is great preſumption in any 
manto take upon him that title belonging to Chriſt, withour 
any warrand.Secondly,thoſe other titles comunicated ro men, 
which are attributed to Chriſt principally, may becompared 
to thoſe titles, which arc common to a King, and his Sub- 
jets : Some of which without any .derogation to the King 
at all, may be communicated xo the Subject : as Noble, Rich, 
Powerful, Lord, Mazifrat, &c, Butnone of the Subjeds 
can be called Xinzs, Juſt ſo, intheſe titles common to Chriſt 

# with men, no wrong is done to Chriſt, when they are called 
2 Lights, Foundations, Apoſtles, D oftors, Prophets,cc.Burthe title 
7 of head of thechurch can no more be comunictaedro a man,then 


| thetitle of a King to a ſubject. Headof the church is the = 
om 
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dom of Chriſt. Thirdly.thole other titles objeed by Bellarmiy, | lik 
common to Chiiſt & other men,are not properly attributed ts Þ 
both: but properly to the one, & Frguratively or Metaphorically 
to the other : 50 thele titles which arc properly attributed W che 
to Chriſt, are attrivured to men improperly, and /ecundun 
homonymiam. And agoin, theſe titles that are 5, ro men, 
are in the ſame manner improperly attributed to Chriſt: Bu: W 4, 
Bellarmin,and his Fellows maintain, that the title of Head of 
the Church belongs properly both to Chri't, and men, as Teſ 
the title of a King properly belongs to both. Now let us 
examine thoſe titles objected by Bellarmin more particularly, W «x; 

And Firſt , Paſtor, Apoſtle, Biſhop, Prophet , theſe titles are phe 
attributed to men , without auy injury to Chriſt : becauſe 
theſe titles belong properly to men, and from them tranſlz- 
ted to Chriſt : and ſince our Savior demits himſelf volunearily, 
to theſe titles , itis no injury to him, though they be attri- 
buted to him, Aletaphorically and Abuſively. 

Inthe next place, are Light and Foundation , which ac- 
cording to an Homonymy arc attributed to Chriſt and to men, 
And firſt, Light, if it were attributed to them both proper- 
ly, the aſſertion of Johnthe Apoſtle would be falſe, affirming, 
That John Baptiſt was not the Light , but only Chriſt ; by 
whom it appears alſo, that Chriſt was called the Light, be. 
cauſe he illuminats; men are called Lights becauſethey are. 
luminated, So Cyrillus, Thomas Aquinas, and CAugyſting 

, uponthe place: which laſt affirms, r a6 the Apoſtle called our 
Savior the true Light, becauſe he was that Light whichillumi- 


red by him, and ——_— are not thetrue Lights : And ſince 
Chriſt is the #r#e Light, and menarenot the true Lights ; it 
1s evident , that the title of Light is attributed to both by a 
Homonymy. 


In the next place comes Foundatios, Prophets and Apoſtles 
re 


( 
nats : men were only called Lights , becauſe they were illumins- | 1 
| 
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} are collcd Foundations two wayes, And firſt, Tertullianus, 
| lib. 4. cap. 39. againſt Marcion, Chryſoſtomus, Oecumenius, 
| TheophylaQas, interpret theſe words of Paul, ſuper fundamen. 
| 14 Prophetarum & Apoſtolorum, as itthe Prophets aud Apoſiles 
thcmſclves were Foundations : But itis certainthey cannot be 
called ſo, but only by reaſon of their Miniſtry : that is, info 
far «s they were Miniſters of founaing Churches, as is con- 
 fcſſed by Juſtinianus the Jeſsite, who affirms, Thar the faith of 
the Epheſcans, was built upon the teſtimony of the Old and New 
Teſtament, that is by a Wetonymy ; but Chriſt is not that way 
's IF called Foundation: and therefore the title of Foundation is 
- IF zttributed by a Homonymy to Chriſt, and the Apoſtles and Pro- 
© I phets ; andin that ſenſe the Apoſtle Paul denyeth that there 
© IF isany Foundation but Chriſt. 

Others interpret the meaning of Paul, calling the Apoſtles 
» and Prophets , Foundations to be that they preached the 
Doftrine of the Old and New Teſtament , which i the founda- 
tion of the Apoſiles and Prophets ; viz. which they did lay. So 
the interlinear and ordinar gloſs, following C4mbroſius, and 
Anſelmus : ſo allo Lyranes, Aquinas, Lombardus, Cajetanns, 
Gagneus the Jeſuite , and Salmero, In what ever ſenſe 
Foundation be taken, it is properly attributed to Chriſt , im- 
properly by a Homonuymy to men, 

Bellarmins laſt tittle 15 GOD : Men are called Gods, ſaith 
he, Pſalm $2. and fincethey are localled, why may not a man 
' BF becalled Head of the Church?  *© 
But it is anſwered: Firſt, Xings and Fudges are not called 
, Gods there, but only that men judged ſo of them , becauſe of 
- | theirflouriſhing eſtate : ſo that, Fgo dixi,Dit eſtu , are not the 
words of GOD, but ofthe Pſalmiſt himſelf, as & vers learned 
, men gather from the text. Others think that the PſalmiZ is 
[peaking of the Angels. However,albeit the titl: of GOD were 


tributed to Kings and Judzes, it doth not follow , that = 
s title 
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title of Head of the Church , may be attributed to men : be. 
cauſe the title of GOD is attributed to men abuſively, bya 
too high ſtrained Metaphor : But Bellarmin and his fellows 
endeavor to maintain that the Biſhop of #ome is properly head 
of the Church, as a King is head of hu Kingdom: And inthi 
manner Bellarmin undertakes to prove, that 1tis not injurious 
to Chriſt, that any ſhould rake upon bim the title of Head of 
the Church, 

In the next place, he goes a ſtep _ endeavOring to 
prove, That a viſible head of the Church , ſets forth the glory 
of Chyiſt, as the glory of a King is augmented by a Victory, 

But it is anſwered, When « Y iceroy intruds himſelf without 
a Commiſſion upon a Province ; he is {o far from ſetting 
forth the glory of his King , that he eclipſerh it, by neglecting 
of his authority , and provesa Rebel; Let Bel{armin inſtruct 
if he can,in whart place of Scripture, any hath commiſſionto be 
viſible head of the Church under Chriſt ? We provedinthe 
former chapters, that what he alledged ia the behalf of Peter, 
was new deviſed Sophiſtry, contradicting Scripture, Antiqui- 
ty, andof no great moment, to prove the ſupremacy of Peter, 
in thc opinion of the moſt learned Antiquaries, which cver the 
Church of Rome produced. Secondly, Bellarmins viſible 
bead of the Church , carrys himſelf not like a Yiceroy, but 
likea King, which muſt be injurious tothe rrue Head of the 
Church: Yea, Bellarmin him(elf endeavors to prove, thatthe 
ſaid ſecond ary head reigns in the Church , as a King dothin# 
Kingdom : Neither can the Biſhop of Rome be ſaid to be Vice» 
roy to Chriſt, otherwiſe in the government of the Church, 
then a King is Viceroy to GOD, in the government ot a King- 
dom. Burt Kings are abſolute, and not Y :ceroys, and there- 
tore that viſible head of the Church is abſolute alſo , being 
f{ubordinate no otherwiſe to Chriſt, then Kings areto GOD. 
Thirdly, when a Yiceroy takes upon him togo beyond his 


commiſſion 
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commiſſion, or to govern contrair to the law of his King, he 
wrongs the authority of his King, and no wayes ſecs forth his 
elory. Zellarmins viſible and ſecundary head takes upon 
him, to! diſpence with the Law of GOD (as we ſhewed in 
the formtt chapter) proving that he took power upon him, to 
make Juſtice Injuſtice, and Injuſtice Juſtice. 

* In the third place, Bellarmin goes a ſtep higher yet, and 
* cndeavors to provethart a ſecundary :4/ible head is neceſlar for 
the Church: becauſe, ſaith he, in the abſence of Chriſt, the 
Church cannot be contained in Unity , unleſs it be governed 
by oneviſible head under Chriſt, 

Bur it is anſwered, $S7://good: that aſſertion of Bellarmins, 
if not blaſphemoxe , is notoriouſly falſe : viz. T hat the Church 
cannot be containedin Unity by Chriit alone, unleſs 4 viſible 
head be joyned with him : Which contradidts Scripture, which 
in every place attributesthe cauſe of that Unity, of the Church 
to Chriſt alone: So John 17. That they may be one in us, and 
Rom. 10. We many are one body in Chrift : and Gal. 3. Te 
are all one in Chrif ;, and the reaſon is evident, becauſe thar 
Unity is Spiritual , Epheſ. 4. Studying to keep the unity o 
the Spirit; Sce alſ9 1, Corinth, 12, and Philip 1. By whic 
placcs it appears, that the Inviſible and Spiritual preſence of 
Chriſt alone, preſerves the Church in Unity , which is alſo 
granted by many & tainous Rowan Dottors,who prove the in- 
tallibiliry of the Church , to depend upon this promiſe of 
Chriſt, viz. That he would be preſent with them to the end of 
the World. 

We have heard Bellarmin diſputing for a viſible head, and 
proving that it is not derogatory to the honor of Chriſt: We 
will now examine an argument of Sanderus , that famous 

! Engliſh Jeſu:te, who proves, tharit conduceth totheglory of 
| Chriſt, that the Church ſhould have a viſible head : becauſe, 
ſaith he, More ways of Preaching that glory of Chriſt, are by a 
P wvi{ible 
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wiſible head then without it. But itis anſwered, {toomir the 
inconſequence of that argument) we deny the Antece. 
dent, or diſtinguiſherh ir,viJ, Theſe ways of Preaching Chrig 
only illuſtrar his glory which arc ordained b himſelf: which 
a viſible head is not, Sanderws in'ances,Rulers of particular 
Churches , or Bifhops , are called Heads of their reſpe&iye 
Churches under Chriſt, by Gregorius Magnus and other By. 

thers : Ergo, why may there not be one viſcble head of 4} 

the Church under Chriſt * But it isanſwered, Firſt, if Sap. 

derus had objeed that argument to Gregor:4s Magnus him. 

"Telf, he would have denyed ir to follow : for although he 

ſeems to call Biſhops heads of particular Churches , yet he 

deteſts an wniverſal head (as we ſhewed before) as injurinn 

to Chri#. Secondly, when Gregor: calls = head: of the 

Charch, he ſpeaks abuſrvely and improperly, without any 

warrand in Scripture. 

And thus we have ſhewed hitherto, how Bellarmin and San. 
derws have endeavored to prove, thatit is not inconſiſtent with 
the Church, to have two heads : becauſe, the oneis a Prima. 
ry head, the othera Secundary head. Panigarola, leftione6, 
uſeth a very ſtrange argument, to prove, thartthe Churchof 
neceſhity, mult have a viſible head beſide Chriſt : Otherwiſe, 
ſaith he, 1t would be a monſter , if 4 viſible body as tht 
Church had only an inviſible head, which is Chriſt, But it s 
anſwered : Firſt, the Church will beno 1-ſs a manſter,, ifit 
have two heads , one viſible, another inviſible. Secondly, Pu 
nigarola (peaks blaſphemy, which we bind upon: him by this 
argument : Firlt, A bodies viſible, baving ay inviſible head 
are monſtrous bodies, This Panigarola grants. Secondly, The 
Church is no monſtrous body. This hegrants alſo: how can he 
thendeny this concluſion in Baroco : Ergo, The Church hath 
not an inviſible head , or Chriſt is not head of the Church, which 
is right-down blaſphemy. | 
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Alphonſus de Caſtro, puzled with the difficulty of ewo 
heads, hath a diſtintion of his own, of two bodies: as Bellar. 
min made 2 diſtintion of two heads. De Caſtro, denies That 
body of which Chriſt is the head, to be the ſame with that body 
which hath a wiſible head, or Peter, or the Biſhop of Rome for 
its bead, He explains himſelf thus, the Church may be cal- 
led a body two ways, ſaith he. Firſt, as it is a total body. Se- 
condly, as it is a Myſtical body, The firſt way is, whenit is 
conſidered, / x IEIe all the Members with Chriſt : and 
inthar ſenſe, Chriſt is head of the Church, In the ſecond way 
itis conſidered , as 4 body conſiſting of all the other members 
(Chriſt excluded) and in that acception, Peter or his Succeſ- 
ſors, are viſible heads of the Church: So the Church cannot 
be ſaid to have two heads , for Chriſt, and Peter and his Suc- 
ceſſors , are not heads of the ſame body , but of diverſe. Chriſt 
is head of the Church, as it 1s a total body, Peter, and his Suc- 
ceſſors as it is a Myſticalbody. 

But it is anſwered, A/phonſws de Caſtro (as cannot bedenyed) 


” was a brave learned man, and ſtood as little awe of the Pope, 


to ſpeak his mind when truth required, as any DoRor of 
Church: yet this diſtinction of his of a body :» total, and my- 


ftical, is uſed by no body but himſelf : it is alſo contrair to 


Scripture , which in every place , where the Church is called 
the body of Chriſt, conſiders it, 4s containing all other members, 
Chriſt excluded: And fo the Scripture never mentions that bo. 
dy, which de _ calls a total body. For the Scripture, 
calling the Church the body of Chrift , means no other body, 
then that which de Caſtro calls myſtical. This diſtinRion of de 
Caſtro might be ſolidly refuted otherwiſe ; but it is needleſs 
to inſiſt , ſince ir is owned by no others, except by Spondanus, 

whoſcems to come very nearit thus. 
The Apoſtle ſaith he, Epheſ. 4+ affirms Chriſt to bethe 
head from which the whole body takes increment. He —_ 
P 2 wr, 
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Firſt, that Chriſt is diſtinguiſhed from the whole body, which 

is the Church: Ergo, ſaith he, fince the Church is a wh}; 

body without Chriſt , 1t muſt of neceſſity have a head beſiq, 
e 


Chriſt, otherways it could not be a whole body , finceno by 
can be whole without ahead. And theretorethe Church hath 
2 viſible head, proportionableto it ſelt befide Chriſt, ſince; 
is a whole body without Chriſt. | 

Pur itis anſwered, He is a notorious wor : Firſt, when 
the Apoſtle, Epheſians 4. oppoſeth the whole body to Chiif , 
under thename of body, or whole body, he comprehends allthe 
other members only, beſide the head, ana not as having a head 
of its*own: As appears by the Commentaries not only of the Fa. 
thers upon that place, Epheſ. 4. ſuch as Chryſoſtow, and 
His admirer Theophyla@Fus, and Theodoretus , bur alſo by the 
expolitions of Juſtinian and Sa/mero two famous 7eſuiter, 
vponthat place, Epheſians 4. All which , expounding whatthe 
Apoſtle calls, totum corpus, or, the whole body, interpret it 
to betheſe members, 244 4 capite ſenſum accipiunt, or, have 
mnfluence of ſenſe, or life from the head: And conſequently, 
they make totues corpus, the whole body, to be no otherthing, 
then all the other members , the head excluded: and conle- 
quently, totum corpus, thewhole body, hath not an other head 
beſide Chriſt. 

Secondly, By totum corpus, or whole ou ry 
the Apoſtle means the Church , as it comprehends both the 
Church Militant , and the Church Triumphant. Spondanus 
argument,if it conclude art all, rouſt of neceſſity conclude, that 
the ſaid viſible head is head of the Church Triumphant: and lo 
the Bilbop of Rome, muſt be head of the Church Triumphant 
alſo whichnone willaffirm, 

Thirdly, The ground of this diſtinction of Spondanvs, isno- 


toriouſly falſe, viz, That the head would not be proportional 


to the body, except it were viſible. For to omit that Chriſt is 
conſtantly 
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conſtantly called the Head of the Church in Scripture , which 
ſhould be cnough to ſtop the mouth of Spondanw z our Savior 
is 2 proportional Head to the Church, becaule, he is a man like 
ento us inall things, except (3, 

We will conclude this diſput of Head of the Church with one 
Argument , uſed by ſome Proteſtants againſt a Yiſible Head of 
the Church, which is this, 1f the Church had any other Head 
s but Chriſt, it would be called the bedy of the ſaid Head: but it 
isnever called the bedy of any Head, but of Chriſt : Ergo, It hath 
no other Head but Chriſt, 

Zellarmin anſwers two wayes : And firſt he afirms, That 
the Church is not called the body of that wiſible Head, becauſe 
itis only —_— ,and not Primary: and therefore, the Church 
is only called the body of Chriſt. 


 Butitis replycd, If there were any ſuch thing, as that ſe. 
* cundary head the Church could with no lefs reaſon be called 7s 
* body,rthen it could be called head ofthe church,Since the relation 


is reciprocal, and the body is no leſs the body of the Head, then 
* the head isthe head of the body : and ſince the Church is no 
| where called the body of that ſecundary head , it is evident, 
| that the ſaid (ecundary head is a fiction, 

Bellarmin urgeth , thata King is the Head of his Kingdom, 
and the Kingdom may be called his body : likewiſe, a Yiceroy 
© may be called ſecundary Head of the Kingdom or Province : 
2 butthe Kingdom or Province, cannot be called the body of a 
S Piceroy, andinlike manner , the Church cannot be called the 
* body of that ſecundary Head, the Biſhop of Rome, or Petey, 

Bur it isreplyed, As the Y rcersy is head of the Province , (o 
the Province m:y be called the body or I1ovince of the Viceroy: 
but ſincethe Church cannot be callcd the body of that ſecundary 
= head, as Bellarmia conteſſeth, it is evident, there is no ſuch 
F kcundary head at all inthz Church, 


Secondly, Fellarmis grants, that the Kingdom may ve 64 ted 
tHe 
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the body or Kingdom of the King : but he endeavors to prove, 
that the ſaid [ecundery head reigns in the Church , as a King doth 
ina Kingdom : and therefore the Church may be called the bo. 
dy of the ſaid ſecundary head, if there were any ſuch thing. But 
ſince the Church is no where called the body of that ſecun- 
dary head , it isevident, thart the ſaid ſecundary head is a meer 
fiction, Bellarmin gives a reaſon , wherefore the Province is 
not called the body of the Yiceroy £ but only of the King, v4;, 
becauſe the Governor of a Province is not perpetual , but only 
for « time, And for the ſame reaſon , the Church is not called 
the body of that ſecundary head, becauſe it is not per ap 
only for a time, Burt this reaſon is frivolous , becauſe, thatſe- 
enndary head of the Church is as perpetual,as a King in a King- 
dom : and therefore the Church may be called as well bodyot 
that ſecundary head, as a Kingdom is called the body of 4 _ 
Bur ſince in Scripture,the Church is no where called the body 
of that ſecundary Head, it is evident, itis a fiction, __ 


ſeeundary head , which is further confirmed. Bellarmis athirms 


alſo, That the Province cannot be (aid to be the Province of 
the Yiceroy, becauſe he is not abſolate : but it may be called 
the Province of the King, becauſe he is abſolute , and depends 
upon none but God. But that ſecundary head of the Church de» 
pends upon none but Chriſt : and therefore the Church may #s 
well be called bis body, and Church, as a Kingdom may becal» 
led Kingdom of the King. But ſince the Church isno where cal- 
Id body of that ſecundary head , it is evident, that the ſaid (6: 
cundary head is bur a fiction, 

Bellarmin preſſed with thoſe difficulties, Alles to another di- 
ſtintion, v3F. thatthe Church is called the body of Chriſt, 
not#n relation to Chriſt , as bead, but only as it is referred to 
Chriſt, 4s agreat hypoſtaſis : 28 when Petey or Paul is 'ying y- 
ny where, wemay affirm, Theye lyes the body of Perdr 1 there 
lyes the body of Paul. In which ſenſe, body comprehends _ 


Boo 


and all 
other 

Bell 
lor tr v 
Chu f 
a Hypo 
ſenſe, 
not th 
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andall, andis not conſidercd , as diſtin from thcHead and 
other members. 

Bellarmin, by this device doth not take away the difficulty, 
for t wo resſons, The firſt is, although it were granted that the 
Church weice called the body of Chriſt, as the word Chri# is 
1 Hypoſftaſts , comprehending both heads and members : in which 
ſenſe, the body of Peter, or Paul may be called their body , and 
not their head, «--- we ſay , Although that were granted, yer 
Rllarmin will not deny , that the Church is called the body 
of Chriſt, Comerimes, as it 5 referred to Chriſt as head: and 
therefore, if there were any Secungdary head, the Church would 
be called its bodie in that reſpe alſo: which ſince ir is not, 
it is evident,that there isnoſuch thing as a ſecundary head. 

The ſecond reaſon is, that it is falle which Belarmin affirms, 
thatever the Church is called the body of Chriſt, in that ſenſe 
of great hypoſtaſis : it hath neither ground in Scripture , nor 
Antiquity : it is only deviſed by Be//arm#» himſelf , who abu- 
ſeth Scripture, and a paſſage of Aug»ſtinus to: prove it. The 
place of Scripture is 1 Corinth, 12. verſe 12. Where the A- 
_ affirms, That all the members of rhe bodie , although they 

many , yet are but one bode, even ſo # Chriſt: which makes 
nothing for him, for the Apoſtle there means no uch thing, as 
ZBellarmin affirms , citing 4#g«»ſ{1nws falſly to prove it, Au. 
g*ſtins words are , Non dixit ta & Chriſti, ideſft, corpus Chyi. 
fi, vel membra Chriſls : ſea ita & Chriſt us unum Chriſtum ap. 
pellens caput & corpus, as he wonld ſay, The Apoſtle called 
Chriſt, wh:chu the head of the Church, and the Church. which 
# the bodie of Chrift, one Chriſt - which he had 'ooliſhiy :ffir- 
med , .t that had been the Apoſtles mind , thzt the Church is 
call.d the body of Chriſt . as the body of Peter 2nd Paul lying 
wy where, comprehending the head alſo. And thus muchof 
that t:mnus difpur 0: the head of r*eChnoch, We have ſeen how 
bellar rvin vexcta bimiclt to find ovt C:ſtiuctions ro melntna 

tha 


Bi 
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3 4 
that ſecundary head, and to ſhaw why the Church is not cal. - 
led the Body of that ſecundary bead? Bur the Roman DoRoy the 


of late maintain, that the Church is, and may becalled the bv. &* afti 
dy of that [ecundary head , ſecing that Bellarmins diſtinRtion WF nec 


would not ſerye the turn, had 
CHAP. XII : ceſ] 

BL 

Of the Hierarchy of the Church , Epheſians 4, ' the 

: of | 


E have proſecuted two Arguments againſt the in» I 14 
V \ / ſtirution of the Supremacy ot Petey : now foilo- W& #7 
weth the third , which is this , If Peter had bees IF of © 
ordained by our Savior Monarch of the Church, then the 4p Þ ©* 
ſtles themſelves, and theſe wholived in their times , delineating 
the Hierarchy of th: Church , would have mentioned it , o affir- |} C! 
med , That the Government of the Church was monarchical, ww» WF © h 
der one viſible head. But both the Apoſtles themſelves , andthoſe ip ©! 
who are confeſſed by our adverſaries , to have lived in the time I (0 
of the Apoſttes , d-lineating the Hierarchy of the Church, pu t- I P® 
ver ſtill more perſons then one of equal authority in the hightt IF "* 
place of the Hierarchie : whereby it is evident to any , wios FF . 
not wilfully blinde, that the Government of the Church ws I 1? 
not by Chriſts Inſtitution Monarchical, by 
And firſt, the Apoſtle Parl, Fpheſ, 4. enumerating the Hite FF. 2 
rarchie of the Church, verſe 10, 11, 12, 13, 14+ hath theſe 
words. He that deſcended, & eventhe {ame that aſcended, fare» © 
bove all hexvens, that he might fill al things, He therefore gavt || | f 
ſome tobe Apoſtles , and ſome Prophets, and ſome Evanecliſs, | * | 
and ſome Paſtors and Teachers, In which words ye have the &}. ® 
Hierarchy of the Church, conſiſting of ſeveral degrees, ineve FE! 
ry degree many perlcns : the higheſt degree, is that of rhe R 
Apoſtles 
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Apoſtles: which are alſo mary, or inthe Plural number, where- 
T by ir is evident, that our Savior did inſtitute no Monarchyin 
| the © hurch, in one fingle perſon, or in Petey : neither can it be 
affirmed, That this cnumeration of Church-O flicerts , ordai- 
E ned by Chriſt, is not full , or isnot perfeR; as if the Apoſtle 
* had omitted ſome Church- Officers, ordained by Chriſt : be- 
coulc it appears by verſe 12, F. & 14. That no more were ne- 
* ceſſarie for the building up of the Church , or performing any du- 
» tyneceſar for the Churches inſtruction : vir. for the repairing of 
* the »aints, for the work of the Miniſtrie, and for the edification 
| of the bode of Chriſt, verſe 12, Till well me:t together ( i: 
* the unitic of faith , and that acknowledging of the Son of God) 
* wntoa perfett man, and unto the meaſure of the age of the fulneſs 
' of Chriit, verſe 13. That we henceforth be no more ch1idren , wa- 
' wering ,, and carried about with every wind of doftrine, &c. 

By thoſe words of the Apoſtle it appears, that no more 
Church Rulers are necetfar eitheir for the founding of the 
' Church : or confirming it after it i built , or detending it when 
| itis confirmed trom onſets of the Devil,or his inſtruments: and 
* fince nowviſible Monarch of the Chweh is meritioned by the A- 
* poſtle, itis cvident , that there was no [1ch Monarch ordat- 
| nea by Chriſt, 

| Bellarminan{werstwo wayes. One way is, that the Apoſtle 
* inthoſe words , is not delineating the Hieraxchy of the Church : 
' bur only exumerating divers gifts of ſome of the Chmch , and 
' 1 Corinthians 12, he adds the gift of tongues, 
? Burtitisreplyed, It cannot be denyed, but the Apoſtle is 
| enumerating diverfity of gifts, ſince verſe 5, He expreſly at- 
| firms ſo much, bur it 15 ro be added, that he enwmerats 
* thoſe gifts , as they are in Gfficers of the Church only - whence 
zppcars the diſſimilitude of this place from 1 Corinth, 12. In 
7 which gifts are enumerated, which are not peculiar to Chnrch 
' Rulers, but are alſo found in laiks : Such as gifts of healing, and 
tongues 
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rongues, &c. Thatthis is the Apoſt'es meaning , appears by 
tvoreaſons. Firſt heenumerats none, verſe 11. Who hath ng 
« degree of ruling in the Church The lecond is, becauſe vey.1z, 

13,14 Hz: dot not eaumerat any utility redounding tothe 
Church , which is no: wrought by the Min:ſtry, wer, 11. H: 

enumerats the (Aliniſfers of the Church, ver. 12.13, & 14. 8: 

enumerats the ends wherefore theſe Miniſters were ordained: All 

which nds, 0 ecumentis comprehends under one , that is,faith 

he, Thoſe degrees of «Miniſters enumerated, verſe 12, noefy 

that end ordained , that they might miniſter unto the Church , 1; 

appears, Ver. 12, 13, & 14- 

Iris to be obſerved, that the \poſtle enumerats here al 
Church Officers . both extraordinar and ordinar, The ext. 
ordinar ate thoſe who were ordained only to continue for a timt: 
Such as Apoſtles, Evangeliſts, Prophets. Ordinar, are thol 
ordained to be | +4 rey ſtanding in the Church : as Dodds, 
and Paſtors, And fincein all rhoſe Orders of Church Mint 
ſters there are many, and not one only in each degree : it isevi- 
dent, that one Oecumenick Biſhop,or 2 viſible head of the Church, 
is not comprehended under any of thoſe Atiniſters, 

Bellarmin puzled with this anſwers another way. HW: 
grants , that the enumeration of Church Miniſters here i per- 
fe: but he denyes that an Oecumeni:k Biſhop hath no place in 
thu enumeration: becauſe , (ith he, All the tz ierarcby of tht 
Church , and conſequently an Oecumenict B:ſhop, »” rooſ dl 
repreſented under the name of Paſtors and DoFors : But finding 
that Paſtors and Doors were only inferior Orders, below, 4 
poſtles , Prophets and Evangeliſts. He pallcth from this, 1nd 
afhrms next , That an Oecumenick Biſhop is comprehended un- 
der Apoſt/es : becauſe. not only here , but alſo r Corinth 13 
Apoſtles are put inthe fi1ſt place and therefore the chick Ec 
cleftaſtick Power was givento all the 4poſeles. but to Prier,® 
erdinar Paſtor : and therefore to have a Succeſſor in it, w_ 

O:1C: 
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other Apoſtles , 2s exraordinar and Delegats to Peter : an 
therefore none ſhould ſucceed them, OR 

Bur it is anſwered , we prolixly diſputed this diſtinQion of 
Bellarmins to be groundleſs , contraditory and inconfiſtent 

with itſelf , cap, 6, Itis needleſs to repeat what we ſaid there 
in this place. lt is ſufficient here, thatnever any ancient or Mo- 
dern Interpreter before the time; of the Feſuitz , did ſo much 
25 dream , that an Oecumenick Biſhop was comprehended by 
the Apoſtle , Epheſ, 4. 11. Which could be made out by an 
Induction ot all the Commentaries, of ancient and Modern 
Writers upon that place. By whichit appears, that all thoſc 
teſtimonies by which thoſe Feſuits prove the Supremacy of 
Peter,( and conſequently the verity of the Roman Faith,) are 
cither inScripture or Fathers, depraved by new deviſed Gloſles 
unknown tothe Ancients : and alſo their anſwers , are of the 
ſame ſtuff, by which they elude paſſages of Scripture and 
Antiquity, deſtroying the Monarchy of the Biſhop of Rowe, 
and in it the whole editice of the Roman Church. Both their 
offenſive and defenſive arms , are but deviſed of late, ſince the 
tyranny of the Biſhop of Rowe was eſtabliſhed. 

That any may ſee, that this Gloſs of Belarmins, is a fiction 
of his own deviſing, we will prove by three Arguments , of 
three leveral Interpreters, By which it will appear, what was 
the opinion of the Church, concerning the meaning ot this paſ- 
= , Byte 4+ 11. fincethe times of the Apoſtles unto thoſe 

ayes? 

The firſt Interyal is of the Primitive Church, before the 
Council of Nice, what was the opinion of that Church in that 
Interval £ appears by the teſtimony of the ancient Aurhor 
(by ſome believed to be Dionyſlus dreopazita , the diſciple of 
Paul } his words, epiſtle8, arc thoſe : Tu ergo cupiditats, #74 
cundie, rationi modum ſtatue pro dignitate: tibi vero divini Min 
niſtri: hu Sacerdotes : Pontifices Sacerdotibus : Pontificibus 4; 

bl 
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foli, Apoſtolorimque ſucceſſores, Quod ſi qui etiam in iſtic al 
officio diſcedat , @ (anttis qui ſunt ejuſdem ording corrigetur : at. 
que 114 n0n inſultabit ordo in ordinem : ſed unuſquiſque in ſuo vr. 
dine , ac Miniſterio premanebit, In which words ye have two 
things, The firſt is, That the chief plac: in the Hierarchy, inthe 
times of the Apoſtles, wes held not by one, but by many, viz, 
by all the Apoſtles alike : neither makes he mention of Peter, 
hs having that chief power, as ordinar Paſtor, and of the other 
ApoRtles, as having it as Delegats to Peter : which will be fur. 
ther confirmed by the ſecond thing ob'crvable in theſe words, 
which is this: After the Apoſtles were removed , the chi:f 
place in the Hierarchy confiſted alſo not in one perſon , butin 
many alike , #4. in Biſhops, who ſucceeded to the Apoſtlesin 
the firſt place of the Hierarchie : which alſo he ex prefly affirms 
to be of equal Order and Juriſaiftjon : many and not one having 
Furiſdition overall, as awviſible heat: which quite deſtroyes 
the Gloſs of Bellarmin, for if others ſucceeding to the other 
Apoſtles, wete in the firſt place of the Hzierarchie ( which this 
Author flatly affirms)it is falſe which &e/larmin affirms, that all 
the Apoſtles.had the chicf power, only during their own time, 
not communicable to t heir Succeſſors. And likewiſe, ifthoſe (uc- 
ceſſors of the other Apoſtles, were inthe firſt place of the Hiz- 
zarchy., equally andalike, (as this Author alfo affirms) It is 
falſe, which Bellarmis affirms , That the Succeſſors of Peter the 
Apoſtle, had ſhechief autbority in their ſingle perſons, as viſible 
Monarchs of the Charch. It may be proved by the Gloſles of 
Maximus , and others, that this Diony tus was not the Dil 
Ciple of the Apoſtle Pau/, mentioned in the 4s , becauſe, he 
{cems to make mention of the Metropolitants, above biſhops, But 
it ſhal be proved, /t6, 2. by unanſverable teſtimonies, Th! 
there was no Office above that of 4 Biſhop in the Church, before 
the latter en4 of the third age, However , albeit he be not the 
Diſciple of Pant, (as ſome 2ffirm he is) yet he is anancient 
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th 
= 
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Author, and dcliaeats, the Hierarchie of the Church, notto have 


© een monarchical in hu days. 


The ſccond teſtimony, is of Ambroſixs , who 1 'ved inthart 
interval berween the Council of Nice, and ava0 604. at which 
time Bonifacins third, was made (firſt of all the Biſhaps of 
Rome) univerſal Biſhop by an Edit of the Emperor Phocas, 

he words of CAmbroſius are, LApoſtoli ſunt Epiſcopi , nam 
ia Epiſcopo omnes 01 dines ſunt , quia primus ſacerdos eſt, hoc 
eſt, Princeps Sacerdotum, o Propheta cx Evangeliſta, & ad 
cetera adimplenda officia Eccleſie in Miniſterio fidelium, In 
which words he is ſhewing, what Church-Rulers in his own 
time were anſwerableto,or repreſented theſe mentioned by Paul 
Fheſ. 4.11. And heaffirms, Thar Biſhops ſucceeded to the 
Apoſtles, inthe firſt place ofthe Hierarchie ( Apoſtoli ſunt E. 
piſcopi, ſaith he,) in which words he expreſly athrms, That 
the chief placcin the Hierarchie in his own time, (which was 
the lattcr end ofthe 4, Age) was in mary, and not in oxe,viz. 
in Biſhops who anſwered tothe Apozzles: And conſequently, 
he contradicts this glols of Bellarmin, who aftirms that the 
Succeſſors of Peter (and not of the other Apoſtles ) only ſec. 
reeded in the firſt place of Hierarchie , as Monarchs of the 
Church, One Texcbrio or an other (whoſe name have forgor, 
and alſo where I readit) intens to prove by theſe words of 
Ambroſius an Occumenick Biſhop, becauſe Ambroſices makes 
mention of theſe words, of Primus Secerdos, and Princeps Sa- 
cerdotum, that is of firſt Prieſt a1d Prince of Prieſts. Butany 
(if not altogether ſtupid, or clſe intending to deceive ) 
may perceive, that it is far from the mcaning of Ambvroſins, 


{words are, Biſhops ſucceed 70 the Apoſtles, or anſwer to the 
© Ap1ſiles (mentioned by Paul, Epiel. 4, 11 ) becauſe 4 Biſhop 


# firſt Prieſt and Princeof Prieſts: by which i: appears, that he 
iS comparing Biſhops with inferior Prieſts or Presbyters , and 
not Biſhops with Biſhops, Which is further confirmed, be- 

caulc 
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cauſe not only Hieronymus ( contemporarie with Ambroſius) 
and other Fathers, but alſo .Ambreſius himſelf, calls al 
Biſhops, Summos Sacerdotis,or chief Prieſt,and of alike Juriſ. 
dition : $ o Anacletus , epi. 2. Tertullianus, de Baptiſm, 
ca), 17. Hieronymns,contra Luciferianos , and in his Epiſtle 
Evagrins, Gaudentins, in tra@Fu de Prim, die ſue ordinat : Ex. 
ſebigs, Emiſzenus, in Homil, Auguſtinus, epiſt, 36. whichiof 
Panlinus , to Romanianus, Ambroſins himſelf, lib, 3. ca, r, 
de Sacramentis, aud alſo epiſt. 5. & 34. Other innumerthle 
teſtimonies could be produced, proving all Biſhops alike, ar: 
Summi Pontifices,or Sacerdotes: and conſequently, that the fir 
place of the Hierarchie is in many alike , and not in one ſing!: 
perſon, as inthe Biſhop of Rowe or ſucceſſor of Peter, 

The third teſtimony is of Anſelmus , who lived inthe 11, 
age. who explaining what Church-Rulers were anſwerible to 
theſe mentioned by Paul, Epheſ, 4.11 ? In which henum- 
bers the Apoſtle Pettr, Andrew, &c. To which now-adays, 


faith he , Anſwers Primats, and Patriarchs, or Arch-3ijhiy, 


which quite deſtroys the gloſs of Bellarmin , ſince he makes 
many in the firſt place of the Hierarchie , and doth not dream 
that the other Apoſtles were delegats to Peter, and had the fir) 
place in the Hierarchie, for that reaſon not communicable ! 
theirſucceſſors. And thus we have proved, that the firſt place 
of the Hicrarchic, Jur, divino, was not in one ſingle perion 
which we have demonſtrated by Scripture and Antiquity: 
And conſequently, that Peter was not ordained by our Savidt 
Monarch of the Church, which was our third argument. Thek 
of the Church of Rome anſwers the teſtimonies of theſe 
thers, callin?s 4// Biſhops alike, or all Biſhops Hieh-Prieſts, by 
diſtinguiſhing equality in that of 0-der, ard that of Jriſdicth 
07, In the firſt ſenſe, they grant all Biſhops are alike, butndt 
-nthe laſt, We proved before, and ſhal prove hereakt?, 


chat diltinctionis frivolous , for the preſent it will be ſafficient 
£9 
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to refute that diſtinction of Order and Juriſdiction , by th® 


| ecftim..ny of an Author in great eſteem, '1n the Church © 


Rome, and belicvcd by them ro be the Diſciple of the Apoſtle 


Paul: vis. Dionyſius, Arcopagita,whom we now mentioned, 


epiſl. 8. hath thele words, If any do amiſs, be is to be cenſu- 
red by the Prieſts : If the Prieſt go aſtray be is to be ordered 
by the Biſhop : If theBiſhop debord, he ſhould be judged by thoſe 
who ſucceeded tothe Apoſtles : butif thoſe debord, they ought 
be judged by thoſeof the ſame Order, Obſerve, he purs many 
in the ſame order of alike JuriſdiRtion. In the firſt place ot the 
Hizrarchic . which quite deſtroys that diſtintion of 01der 
and Fariſdiftion, 
CHAP LAT 


?f Luke 22. 25. Compared with Matthew 2c» 25, 26. 
And Matthew 18. And Luke and Mark 9. 


Hl i hath becn Ciſputed the inſtitution of Peters 
ſupremacy, pro and corntra,it hath been defended by 
thele three famous pulſages of Scripture , Matthew 

16.18. Matthew 16. 19. and Jehn 21.15.16, 17. 

It hath been brangled by other three , Peter 1. 5. 3. Epheſ. 1. 

22.andſrom Epheſ. 4.11. Before we procced to diſpute the 


| ſupremicy of Peter, by his cariage: We will firſt explaina pal- 


ſage of Scripture clai:ned by both : that is, rhe Romaniſts by 
i: endeavor to eſtabliſh the ſupremacy of Peter The Prote - 


' ſtantsby the ſame place endeavor to overthrow it, the placeis, 


Luke 22, 24,25,26. where after Supper, aftrife aroſe among 
the Diſciples who ſhould be greateſt Verſe 24 Our Savior 
anſwers, That the Kings of the Gentiles rule over them, and 
for that reaſon, are called boumiful. verſe 25 But, laith he, Te 
(bal not be ſo, but let the greateſt among you, be as theleaſt, and 
the chiefeſt, as hethat ſerveth, Verſe 26. | 5 
ct 
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Letus examine: Firſt, how the one fide endeavor <9 aful; 
the ſupremacy of Peter, by theſe words © In the next vlace, 
ſhal be diſputed, how the o:her fide by the ſame words, aſſert 
it ? The one or other {1de, muſt of neceffiry prove the $9- 
phiſter, let us examine which ? And the Reader may judge 
which {ide hath the bctter, 

The Proteſtants urge this place , againſt the ſupremacy of 
Peter, inthe ſame manner, as they did thar paſſage of 1. Petey 
5. 3- diſputed and vindicated before cap. r1. wiF. ruling or 
domination is forbidden in the Church , in this place, Luke 
22, 25. Which cannot conſiſt with an Oecamenick Biſhop , 
which our Adverſaries grant to have the right of domination 
inthe Church. 

Bellarmin and Sanderus anſwer in this place, Tyrannical dy. 
mination ts only forbidden, and not all domination , thcir 
reaſonis, becaule, domination and ruling like that of th: Kings 
of the Gentiles, is only forbidden, andnot all domination, 

But it is replyed, That this anſwer is grounded upon two falſe 
ſuppoſitions: The firſt is, That all domination of the Kings of 
the Gentiles is tyrannical. The ſecond is, that theſe words, 
verſe 26. But ye ſbal net be ſo, have rclation ro the way of 
domination, and notto domination it ſelf. The firlt ſuppoſi- 
tion is falſe: As is proved thus. 

Firſt, It is notoriouſly falſe, That a/ domination of the 
Kings of the Gentiles is tyrannical , not only, becauſe it is af- 
firmed 1n ſeveral places of Scripture, That X ings rule by GOD, 
and all powers are of GOD. But alſo, becauſe the SCriprure 
commands obedience to be given unto them, for that reaſoa: 
and alſo, Injoyns all to pray to them: but it is abſurd, to af- 
firm, That tyrannical government is by GODS ord-natton, or 
that, TheWord of GOD commands obedience unto it, or injoyus 
all to pray for it. 


They 
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They anſwer, It is true indeed, that all the ruling of the 
Kings of the Gerciles is not tyrannical. To afhim [, ic 
:hrs azain& hiſtory, and experiences but in this plice,our 
vior torbids his Apoſtles, To imitate the Kinzs of the 
Gentiles, whenthey exerciſe Dominion unlawfully, 

But it is replycd, This 1s their ſecond falſe ſuppoſition, vis, 
tharthele words, verſe 26, But ye ſhal nor be ſo, arercl:tive ty 
the way of domination, and not todomination it ſelf Wheat c- 
2s theſe words, are r: ferred not to the way of domination, 
ir tyrannical domination: but dominattion ſamply i forbidden 
in the Church, which is proved by theſe following reaſons. 

he firſt is, That domination is forbidden, for which the 
Diſciples did contend, or , Who ſhould be ercateſt in it ? 
Bur it is againſt all ſenſe to affirm , That they contended who 
honld be the ereateſt Tyrants? By which it is evident, that not 
only t5rannical aomination , but all ſort of domination is 
torbidden. 

Secondly, That is forbidden, which is oppoſit unto aj. 
aiſry, but all domination is oppoſit to Miniſtry, as ap- 
pears by Matthew 20,28. and 26. In which place the (a:ne 
contention, or ſuch an other contention, among the Diſciples 
is related ; and for the ſamereaſons, domination is forbidden, 

Thirdly, Znke 22. 25, Theſe who ruleamong the Genrils, 
by reaſon of their domination, are called bountiful. Whereby 
it is evident that our Savior, forbids domination ſimply: for 
none are called bounti ful, by reaſon of tyrannical domination, 

Fourthly , Theſe words, Te ſha/ not be fo, or, ye pal not do 
e, or, not ſo ye, according to the conſtant phraſe of Scripture, 

enotat an inhibition of a thing altogether, andnot of it in ſ:ch 
and (uch a way. $0 Gen, 4. Cain athirms , 4nd he who meets 
me, (bat kill me: the LO R D anſwers, No# ſic, not fo: the 
meaning is, he ſhal not be killed at all: Andnot that heſhal not 
be killed after ſoch and ſuch a manner. So Nehem, 5.15. Ne. 
R hemiah 


t 
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hemia complains, That ſome of the former Governors had x. 


torted the people, and taken bread, and wine, and money from 

"I them , and made their ſervants rule over them, He adds, 
We Idid not ſo, his meaning is, That he did not only not take bread, 
| and wine , and money from them , or oppreſſea them in ſuch , 

manner: but that he did not oppreſs them at all. Likevyiſe, 
Pſalm 1 3. itis {aid, That the righteous man ſhal be like airy 
bringing forth fruit ſeaſonably, &c. Verle 4. itis affirmed, 
The wicked are not ſo, the meaning is, not only, that the wiched 
ſhal not proſper in that manner only : but that they ſhal not 
* at all. Likewiſe, Matthew 19, whenthe Phariſcesob. 
jected ro Chriſt, that Moſes did command to give a bill of dj. 
wvorce, that a man ſhould put away his wife upon every ſlightoc. 
caſion. Our Savior anſwers, verſe 8, From the beginning it 
was not ſo. In which words, the mcaning of our Savior is, 
That divorces without juſt reaſon , ſhould not be given u 
all, and not that divorces without reaſon may be given, w 
ſome caſes, although not in other, And thus we have proved, 
that in Luke 22. 25. not only tyrannical domination, butall 
domination is forbiddenin the Church. And conſcquently, 
Rey of Peter is alſo there forbidden: ſince aviſuiblt 
head of the Church cannot bewithout domination, And where 
as our Adverſaries affirm, that only tyrannical dominatian's 
forbidden: Although it were ſo, this place quite militats 
gainſt an Oecumenick Biſhop ; becauſe we did demonſtrat 
cap 11. by fix unanſwerable particulars or arguments, tit 
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the domination of the Biſhop of Rome: was not only tyrannici, 


but alſs baſphemous. 


We have hitherto diſputed againſt the ſupremacy of Peter, Þþ 


from this place, Luke 22. 25. Now letus examine, how fro 


theſameplace, Bellarmin and Sanders diſpur for it * Thr : 
Sophiſtry is admirable, and thercfore it will not be unplecali 
tocxamine it. Thcir firſt ſophiſtry conſiſts in this, vi *Þ 


0; 
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ing preſſed with paralell places to this, that nothing can be 
gathcred fromthoſe contentions ofthe Apoſtlcs , ſor the ſi. 
premacy of Peter, but rather much againſt it. $ anderis 4s 1 
ground of his future ſophiſtry, makes a diſtinction between 
this place, and theſe other paralell places, which is this, The 
Apoſtles,ſaith he, Contended four ſeveral times for dom n10n. 
The firſt is. after the transfiguration of Chriſt in the moun- 
tain, Mark, 9. 34+ and Luke 9.46. The ſccond, afrerthe 
pctition of the ſons of Zebedems, or of their Mother, Matthew 
20. verſe 20. and Mark, 10, 35, The thirdtime was, when 
the Tribute was payed, Matthew, 18. 1. The laſt rime was, 
aſterthe Supper, Lake 22.The firſt three times, Sanderus grants 
that nothing can be gathered, forthe ſupremacy of Petey : bes 
cauſe in theſe places, only prophane domination i forbidden, 
Bur in the laſt place, Luke 22. not only prophane domination is 
forbidden: butalſo, Law/ul domination, or the ſupremacy of 
Peter is generally and confuſedly, if not ordained, at leajt ſigns. 
fied, or intimated, If ye ask at Sanders, What more in this 
laſt place, theninthethree firſt, ſince inall the four places, the 
thing for which the Apoſtles firove, was the ſame: and the 
anſwer of Chriſt unto x $a was the ſame © He anfivers you, 
ſeveral ways, but before we examine his anſwers , we will fi: 
ſhow how he is miſtaken, inaffirming the Diſciples frove fonr 
times for dominion. Albeit it be nogreat matter how m1iny 
times they ſtrove 2 Yet, it is certain, that they did not frive 
four times,bur only two, or at the moſt rhreetimes, Firſt, be. 
cauſe theEvangeliſtsdoth not mention it oftner rhencwo times, 
as Matth, cap. 18. & 20. Mark. cap. 9.10. Luk, cap. 9.22.5e- 
condly, it is certain that Matthew 18. Mark. g. and Luk. 9. 
mentions the ſame contention or hiſtory, 25 appears, not only 
by the place Capernaum mentioned, Mark. 9. and the paving 
of the Tribute, was made in the ſame place, Aatthew 17, 
After which the contention aroſe , Matthew 138, Burallo, red 
R 2 the 
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the circumſtance of thelirtle Child,mentioned Luk. 9. 47. and 
Mak 9. ?S, Hieronym:ts allo . and Enthymius, attirm, That 
the {am- ſtory is related, Matthew 13. and AMark and Lukg, 
The lecond contention is mentioned, Marthew 20. Mark to, & 
Luk. 22, Ir is very probable, that the ſame hiſtoryis rcla:ed 
alſo in thoſe three places, becauſe the anſwer of Chriſt is 
the ſame in them all: but Euthyminus makes Luke 22, a dif. 
ferent contention from Matthew 20, and Mark 10. becaule ig 
Luk, 22, no mention is made of the petition of the Sons of Ze. 
beders, or their Mother,as Mark 10.and Matthew 20. $0 at 
the moſt, the Apoſtles ſtrove only three times for dominion, 
i' not two times only, But let it be granted toSanderns,that they 
ſtrove four times: Weagsk him, what more can be gathered for 
thc ſupremacy of Peter, from Luk. 22. then from the other thrce 
places 2 flince inall tour they ſtrove forthe ſame thing , viz, 
dominion, And our Savior difſwades them from ſuch ftriving, 
forthe ſame reaſons, in the firſt three places, ( or atleaſt in 
ſome of them) for which he diſwades them, Luk. 22, 

Sanderus anſwers, and alſo Bellarmin: Firſt, thar Luk. 22, 
our Savior affirms, Let the greateſt among you be as the leaſt , 
but Matthew 20, 26. heonly afftirmerh , Whoſcever will be 
great among you, let him be your ſervant, The difference is, 
Greateſt, Luk. 22 imports a ſupcriority, which Great, Matrhew 
20. doth not imporr, 

Butit isan'wered, They bable, for it appears expretly by the 
words, thatthe meaning of our Savior in both places is the 
ſame. As for the objection, it is of nomoment, for great 4- 
mong you, and greateſt among you , is the ſame thing : Great 4- 
mong you isan Hebraiſm, tor theſuperlative of the Latins and 
Greciazrs , which ſuperlative, the Oriental tongues have nd ; 
and ſo great and greateſt are the ſame thing, Afatthew and 
Mark retain the Hevraiſm, but Luke expreſſcth it inthe com- 
parative degree piſs , whereas Matthew and Mark have oy 

thar 
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that is, what AMarthew and Alark calls great in the poſitive 
degree, Lukecalls more great, in the comparative degree:where= 
as the expreſſions of both are equivalent ro yeyris, greate(s 
among you, inthe ſuperlative degree. For its certain. art leaſt, 
that the meaning of great in Matthew and Mark, and of :reate(t 
in Luke 22, is the ſame : becauſe the Syrian Interpreter, ren- 


| ders them both by oneword, Likewiſe, that greap in Matthew 
| and 3ark, is the ſame with greateſt in Lake, appears, becauſe 


great in Matthew and Mark is comparative, tor immediatly, 


| after theſe words follow, He who ſho»ld be firit among you. 
} Whereby iris evident,that great is all one with greateſt. Since 
firſt is relativeto among you; & conſequently all one, with 14%, 


Sanderus urgeth ſecondly , that in Matthew and Mark, our 
Savior afirms, He who will be great among you , but in 


| Luke , He who & greateſt among you , wheieby it is cvidenr, 
| that one already is greateſt among them. Where he obſerves 


a twofold difference. Firſt, by reaſon of the Greek Article 5, 
which ever denotats aſingle perſon : Secondly, by reaſon of 
the ſubſtantive verb, «4 ,e/t,is, which denotats one who now is 


| greateſt among you. 


Bur it is anfwered, to omit the ſubſtantive verb, is not 
mentioned in Zzke at all, who affirms only 5:2», and nor 
i491 pg/?ws ( Sanders and Bellarmin argue from the Latin Vere 
fion) both the articles ;, and the ſubſtintive verb «:, are 


| mencioned » Luk 9, 5 (14 p37 62% 5 Tp "08s Burt Sandermns grants 
: one is not made leaſt in that place, 


Pell.:ymin argeth ano her difference,as Luba 2. i 5 ure which 
word ſignifieth a Prince or Captain, a ſingle prrſon comman- 


ding over many; But is anſwered, Nothing can be gathered 
* from that word, becauſe, As 15. 22. and Heb. 13, 16. 17. 
* many nywuou, leaders are not only ſaid to be in the Churc/, 


vut alſo in the ſame Parti:ular Church, 
me 
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med, He who wouldbe great 4monz you, let him be your ſervan, 


Saviorhad ſaid in either place , Let himbe property a ſervan, 
in both places the ſpeech is Metaph. rical, which Maſters of 
Rcrhorick deſcrive , to be a Simil:tude contratt d to ont 
word, or, Metaphora eſt ad unum verbum contra ſimilituds, 
the difference between a metaphor, and a ſimilitude is , thati 
metaphor contrats the ſemilitude to one word, v. o. when wecal 
a (ubtile witty man /ike a Fox : it is a iwilitnde formally o- 

reſſed : but when we call him 4 Fox, it is a metaphor : and 
it may be concluded , that both thoſe peeches may be calle! 
as well ſmilituds, as metaphors, That is, a fimilitude is.1 mets 
phorinlarged by the particles 44., or like, And a metaphoris 
fimilituge contracted, taking away thoſe particles «s : when: 
ſay inthe ſimilitude, a ſubtile man is like a Fox : we ſay intht 
metaphor, Heisa Fox, The meaning is the ſame in both © 
preſions: now to apply, Ler him ſerve, or be a ſervant, Mi- 
thew 20, is the metaphor or the ſomilitnde contratted : but in IF 
Luke 22, Lethimbe as a ſervant, is the ſimilitude or metajh 
inlarged, and the meaning in both is one , ©i7, The onlyway't Þ 
beg reat in the Kingdomof Heaven, is to carry tbemſelve bumbl 
and like ſervants: And therefore, Sanders is endeavoring 0} 
make ropes in the ſand, ſecking any myſtical difference be 


tween, Let him be a ſervant, Matthew 20, and let himbes 
a ſe; vant, Luke 22, Sanderi 


Burt L1k. 22, 26, Hewbo & greateſt among you, |-t him be & I c: 
be that ſerveth, He imagins ſome great myſtery between thele 
wwoexprefions, let him be a ſervant an let him be as aſervan: WM 
By which ſubtilty of his , any may ſee what poor ſhifts they {WM 4! 
make to prove the Supremacy of Teter, and conſequently the WM v 
Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome , and alſo the Religion f WF | 
the Modern Church of Rome : For none but a brazen faced t 
Sophiſter , can obſerve any difference inthoſe words of our | 
Savior, Matthew 20. Let him be a ſervant , and Luk 22, Ll: « 
Lim be as a|ervant : n:ither of the Phraſes are proper, asit out MW | 
| 
| 


ve 
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Sanderws wrgeth till, that Luke 22, one muſt be greateſt al- 
-cady amongſt rhem , ſince our Savior inſtructs him, how to 
carry himſelf in that ſtation, wviX, as « ſervant, 

Bur it is anſwered , T his objection is of like Ruff with the 
former, for if it were of any force, it would conclude that one 
4iſo were leaſt among them already : that is below all the reſt; 
which Sandermws will not readily grant: becauſe, Luke , 11 & 
[aid, He that is leaſt among you ' ſhal be great, cap, 9. as. The 
* truth is, theſpeech of our Savior in both theſe places is inde- 
* finit, not menrioning any one in particular , cither as greateſ? 
* orleaſt. Thetruemeaning of his words are , He who « woſt 
(»bmiſ5ive among you, be who he will, one or other £ deſerves 
the greateſt reſpe&, and for that reaſon will be greateſt in the 
ſight of God, or in the Kingdom of heaven. 

In the laſt place, BeVarmin, and Sanders both ſet on with 
an admirable Sophiſm, they differ in words, yet ebjc& the 
ſame in {ubſtance, Sanderws proponts it thus, 

Immediatly after our Savior had uttred theſe words, Let 
him who is greateſt, be as a Servant. He propoſeth an example 
of himſclt to be followed : by that perſon who is g:eateſt , tn 
thiſe words , For I my ſelf am 43 a ſervant in the mids of you x 
that is, ſaith Sanderws,Since I who am greateſt of you all, and pri- 
mary head of the Church, carrieth my ſelf likea Servant , hewho 
is head of the Church under me , and greateſt among you, ſhontd 
follow my example : other-wiſe , faith he , The words of 
our Savior would not cohere with the words going before - 
which they do by reaſon of the illative particle, For, verle 27. 

Put it is anſwered, We have proved already , that the ſpeech 
of our Savior was direted to them all: and therefore it co- 
heres wellenough when he propoſeth his o vn example as a rea» 
ſon of his former exhortation to them, His meaning is, I who 
am greateſt among you, amas a Servant in the mids of you 
And therefore, any who would be really above the _ in 

eſteem 


136 Thegrand Impoitor diſcovered, Parti, 


eſtcem of God, let him follow my example, by carrying him. 
ſelf humbly. 

Bellarmin propoſeth this Argument in another manner , an4 
in cffet ſurpaſicth Sanders bothin Sophiſtry and Impudence, 
He rcaſons thus, lib. 1. cap. 9. De Pons. Rom, Chriſt {2irh he, 
affirms , That he ws a Servant inthe mit of them, Luke 22, 
Bur John 13. he affirms, The Diſciples ſpake truth, when they 
called him Lord and Maſter, The {cope of our Savior in theſe 
words then, Luke 22. is to Ordiin one greateſt amongſt them, 
or to exhort him , who is ordained already greateſt to follow 
his example, both in greatneſs and humility - as if he had (aid, 
My will is, that one of -you ſhould be head over the reſt as my 
Vicar , and that heſhal carry himſclt humbly, as Ido, vas 
a Servant to the reſt, | 

Bur it is anſwered , That Beſſarmin ſophiſticats two wayes, 
Firſt, he ſupponsfalſly , that this exhorration of our Savior, 
and the reaſon of it from his own example was directed to one 
in par:icular : whereas it is direRed to all the Apoſtles, and 
therefore, his firſt tophiſtry is inthe perſons exhorred. 

His ſecond ſophiſtry is in the thing exhorted, wiz, to fol- 
low his own example. BeZarmin mentions two things in which 
they are injoyned to follow the example of Chriſt. Firſt, 
his greatneſs. Secondly, his humble carriacc inthe opinion of 
Bellarmin, Our Savior exhorts them to f-v[low his exarmplein 
both, to prove which he brings in that paſſage of Joh 1 3. im- 
pertinently , having nothing todo with this paſſage, Luke 23. 
By which it appears , that our Savior exhorrs them only to 
humility, or to follow the example of his humility , and not 
of his greatneſs, as is evident by the words uttered by him, 3s 
his reaſon, For, Tam 4s a ſervant inthe mids of you, T ht 50- 
phiſm of Be//arminredatted to a form is this, 1 am head of you 
all, and carricth my ſelf humbly, follow my example: Erg0 
faith Bellarmin, He exhorts one to be hcad of the reſt , as 


himſelf 


- 
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3 himſelf was; and to carty himſelf humbly as himſelf did, 
| whereas our Savior deſires them all indefinitly (not one in par- 
© I ricular) to follow his cxamplein humble carriage : not in Do- 
I mination, which he exprefly forbids, verſe 26, 
* &® Th:tthisgloſs of Bellarmins isa new deviſed fiction amongſt 
Y FF tiicrcſt, rouphold the Supremacy of Peter againſt all Antiqui- 
c ty, we could further prove by many Fathers. On theſe words 
we will mention one teſtimony ; by which it appears, that 
in the opinion of Antiquity , the words of our Savior were 
» I ſpokenindefinitly toall, and not to one in particular. Se- 
= condly, that he exhorts them only to follow his example, in 
* humble carriage, and not in Domination, This paſſage is of 
| Theophylaftuws, upon thoſe words , Cumigituregs, qui ab an. 
| gelica & rationali natry4 adorer, in medio veſtri minittro, quo 
» | paitowos equum eft , magnifice de vobis [entire , cf Primatom 
* BF ambire: By which words it appears, Fitſt, thar his ſpeech is 
| direed to them all. Secondly, thax he exhorts chem only to 
follow his example in humility : we could alſo inſtance other 
teſtimonics, bur ir is needleſs, 
| Hitherto, in this Book we have diſputed the Supremacy of 
= P7eter,pro and contra,viz, we have examined all what isalledged 
' IF of any moment, cither forthe inſt icurion,or againſt the inſtitu. 
tion of Peter in that funRion of Oecumenick Siſbop, Both the 
+ one fide, andthe other bring ſeveral Arguments, which we 
have omitted ; but they are of no moment in compariſon of 
thoſe we have examined , being incff:& nothing elſe bur Cor- 
rolaries of the former , or elſe ſome plac«s of Scripture mil-in- 
terpreted, ſophiſticated, & wreſted by the late Jeſuzrs againſt 
the ſtream of antiquity, 8&4»alo2y of Scripture it ſelt. Neither 
are they taken for the moſt part from the Inſtitution of Peter 
(asthe former) but from his carriage and Prerogatives (as they 
call them.) And leſt any ſhould think, that we omitted them, 


as if they were unanſiverable , we will in thoſe following 
S C hap- 
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Chapters anatomize all of them which are not meerly ridicu. 
lous. 


CHAP. XV: 
Of the Prerogatives of Peter in general, 


Ellarmin , lib. t.cap. 17, De Pont, Rom. having diſpus 
B ced the Inſtitution of Peter, or the promiſe of it, from 
Mat, 16-18,19.andJohnz1.15,16,17. that is, from 
the Rock, trom the Keyes , and from the feeding of the jhrep if 
Chriſt, promiſeth nextto prove it by Prerogatives, which is 
a very uncertain way of probation, ex cept he explain it, what 
Prerogatives were? They muſt of neceſlity,belong cither tothe 
perſon of Peter, orto the funion of Occumenick Biſhop: if 
they belong only to his perſon, they are nothing to the pur- 
pole. Since many have perſonal Prerogatives, as well as Peter, 
the Prerogatives of Pau/ are nothing aide tothoſe of Peter: 
And fince they do nor conclude Paul to be Oecumenich Biſhop, 
no more dotheſePrerogatives of Peter concludehim to b2 0ecw 
menick Biſhop. What more glorious Prerogatives canany hav: 
then thoſe of Paul? He was brought upin all ſorts of learning 
and of a Perſecutor was miraculouſly converted toChriſt,4fs 
only called a choſen veſſel, :bi4, To him only Chriſt appeared 
after his aſcenſion , ibid. Rapt up tothethird Heaven , 2Cv 
12. labored more then all the other Apoſtles, 1 Cor. 15, Re 
vuked Peter as adiflembler in his face, Gal, 2. gave a man ove! 
to Sathan , 1 Coy. 5. was firſt ſent by the Spirit to preachun- 
to the Gentiles, 4s 13, healed the ſick only with his handker 
chief, A4@s 19, Strack Elimas with blindneſs, ibid. conve- 
ted the Proconſul, ibid: while the was yet alive himſelf his 
Epiſtles wcre cited as Canonick Scripture , and that by Pe 
himFclt: 2 Peter 3} The nameof Chriſtians had its firſt oft 


ginal from the Preaching of Pal, So Chryſoſtomwus, as he r 
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Cited by Photius Bibliothec, cap. 270. Ina word, Chry/oflomn: 
himſelf, Homily 57. de penitent, &c, magniticth (0 thoſe Pre- 
rozatives of Paul, as it no mortal man were capable ot greater : 
and ſince theſe Prerogatives of Paul donot conclude him 9ecu- 
nick Biſhop; how can thoſe Prerogatives of Peter conclude him 
tobe (02 And left any ſhould think thatthe reaton is, becaulc 
the Prerogatives of Peter were greater then theſe of Paul : heat 
Ambroſuns, or if ye pleaſe Maxim, Sermon 66, who having 
declaimed on the Prerogatives of Petey, and Paul, concludes in 
thoſe words, Ergo, beati Petrus & Paulus, eminent inter wnte 
verſos Apoſtolos, & peculiari quadam prerogativa precellunt, 
verum inter ipſos, que Cui propondtur incertum ef ? The {um 
of which is, That the prerogatives of both are ſo great ,that none 
can tell which of them «x to be preferred,viz. peter or Paul? If this 
coth not ſatisfie the Reader , - that the Prerogatives of Pau/ 
were asgreat, as theſcof Petey , let him hear C hryſoſtom, Hom. 
66, where heaffirms expreſly, Thatnone doubted of this,viF, 
that none of the Apoſtles went before Paul: and alſo on Galat. 2, 
he affirms , Pauls non egebat woce Petri, nec eo opus habebat - 
ſed honore pay erat illi; mbhil hic dicam amplius. By theſe laſt 
words, it iSevidentto any intelligent Reader, thar in his opi- 
nion, Paul was tobe preferred to Peter. 

We have ſpoken already of perſonal Prerogartives , that they 
can be noargument to prove the Supremacy of Peter, fince in 
the opinionof the Ancients, the Prerogatives of Paul were e- 
qual tothoſe of Peter , as expreſly is affirmed by them: and 
alſo Superior to thoſe of Peter, as may be gathered , not ob- 
ſcurely from their words : albeit out of modefty they affirm it 
notexpreſly. Prcrogatives then concluding Petey to be 0e- 
ewmenick Biſhop, muſt of, neceſſity be prerogatives inſeparable 
fromthat funfion, And inthat caſe, the pretended ſucceſſors 
of Peter, or the Biſhops of Rowe muſt alſo have thoſe Prero- 
gatives : that they have, none but a mad man will affirm ; fince 
S 2 among 
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among theſe Pcerogatives are numbred walking upon the water, 
and ſuch like, which would puzle the Biſhops of Rome now to do, 
Inaword,among all thoſe prerogatives of Perer,there is not one 
that concludes him more 0ecumenick Bi(bop, thenthey dohin 
Emperor of Rome, which none bur a Sophiſter will deny. There 
is not one of them which is not either notoriouſly fa'ſe, or no. 
toriouſly impertinenr, or elſe refuted already, For ye miſt un- 
derſtand amongſt the Prerogatives of Peter , they notonly 
reckon up what they have Caid already , as, Tues Perrus, tibj 
daboclaves, paſce oves meas : but alſo thoſe very things which 
they diſput, after they have diſputed his Prerogatives, temp- 
ting the Readers patience with repetitions of rhe ſame things, 
Any who will tae the pains to anatomize thoſe Volumns of 
Controyetrfics ſet forth by Belarmin', they will find them to 
benothing elſe, buta Rible Rable of contradiffory Sophibry, im- 
pertinent Rhetorications, and orator ial digreſiions tedious repeti- 
tions of the ſame things ad nauſeam uſque; wreſted, mutilated, 
falſly interpreted, and forged Teſtimonies of the Ancients, todt- 
ceive ha Keader,, —_ tenorants in the Romiſh Idolatry | 
thinking to deterr his learned Advetſaries tromdifcovering lis 
weakneſs by his prolixity. In which Arrtifices , Baronixs is 
nothjng interior to him , being the moſt ' ſhameleſs codrrmpter 
of Antiquity , which the world hath hitherto produced : a 
appears by thoſe exercitations of Cauſabon, 8 orhers upon him. 
Onething is to be obſerved in him , Bellarmin, Petavine , ant 
{ome others; that when they are moſt deſtitute ofrea(dn, they 
brag moſt : and when they cannotanſwer at Argument inre?- 
fon, they fall a ſcolding , taxing learned men, yea, of thcir 
own tide, of ignorance, madneſs , and hereſie, for refufingto 


acknowledge fantaſtick ficFions, deviſed by theniſelves;as 7792+ 


fr1gable principles, FY Fn” 

Their Sophiſtry is very great in this following fiſput of the 
Prerognives of Peter: in which Bellarmis, ; and —_ 
CIalk 
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* ſpur of prerogatives; Nevertheleſs, leſt any ſhoul 
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claſh together in things of greateſt importance, Thetrith is, 
there is not any thing worth the anſwering in all this ee di- 

think I 
omi-ted their arguments, becauſe they are unan{werable, 1 will 
trace the method of Bellarmin, anſwering his arguments , ſo 
that any indifferent mah may be convinced of the truth. And 
it any be nor ſatisfied, lct him read Chamier, Whitaker, and 0- 


* thers, who proſecute that diſpute rothetull. The Pepiſh Au- 


thors enumerate not the prerogatives afcer the ſame manner : 
{owe zzckoning fewer then others. Bellarmin enumerars all 
theſe which any of them mentions, in number 28. the firſt 20. 
they endeavor to prove by Scripture, the other 8. by Tradi- 
tion, We'will diſpute the firlt 20. inthe following 16. chap- 


| ter, andthe other 8. chapter 17. Of which in order, 


CHAP-XYHh, 


of the Scriptural Prerogatives of Peter. 


twenty, the truth is, theyare not worth the-refu- 
ing: but leſt our Adverfaries brag that 'we omir- 
ted them, -becaufe' they could not. be-anfrrered, I 
intreat the Reader to have patience, till Ipaſs'thropghr thar 
Anuziz Stabulum, viF. that: diſpur of Bellarmin , concerning 
the prerogatives of Peter, . Where yeſhal find , Firſt, That 
though they were all-true,-and proved, yer thoſe fore-mentio- 
ned prerdgatives-of Paul, arenothing inferior to them, 'Se- 
condly, lc will- appear that thete is not one of them, bar ir is 
either i»»pertivent, aud nothing to the purpoſe ; 'or clic, nots- 
rionſly falſe. *But now have at them. 
Thefirſt'prerogariveis, That our Savior changed the name 
of Peter, from Simon to Peter, Jobn 1. Tues Simon filiarFone, 
| 2 


T': Scriptural Prerozatives of Peter, as wefaid, are 
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1 wocaberis Cephas : Thou art Simon the ſon of Jonas, thay 
ſhalt be called Cephas. But it is anſwered, it provesnothing : 
Firſt, many had new namcs giventhem, and yet were not 0ece. 
menick Biſhops: Yea, other Apoſtles alſo, as Paul, was once 
called Saul, alſo the ſons of Zebedews, James and John, had 
the names of Boanerges piven unto them. 

Bellarmin inſtanceth many ways, vexing himſclt and his 
Reader, ſo do Stapleton & Toletus,but nothing to the purpoſe: 
wearying both themſelves and their Readers, with extraya- 
gant phantaſies, talling again upon Ts es Petrus, which we 
difnew to the full betore. 

The ſecond prerogative-is this, When the names of theA- 
poſiles are enumerated, Petey is {ill named firſt, as Matthew to, 
Mark 3.Luke 6. Ats 1 Mark 5. and other places, 

But it is anſwered , Itis notoriouſly falſe, as appearsby 
1. Corinth. 3,andg. Galat. 2. Mark 16. John 1. In all which 
places, other Apoſtles arc named before Peter: And although 
it were true, that Peter was cver named firſt, it concludes no 
primacy of Juriſdiction, but only of order, which may bea- 
mong thoſe ofequalauthority, As ina Colledge of Judges, 
the name of the cldeſt Judge, or Preſident , is the firlt in the 

Nomenclature or Catalozne. 

The third prerogative is from Matthew 14. 29. That Pt 
ter only walked upon the waters with our Savior : As allo, 
that John 21. 7. That Peter did leap inthe Sea for baſte tobt 
at Chriſt, 

- But it is anſwered, This is a great prerogative in Peter, it- 
deed, ſhewing only the fervor of his minde, and love to Chil; 
But inconſequent, to prove him Oecumenick Biſhop, Chriſts 
appearing to Panl after his A ſcenſion, was 2 prerogative n0- 
thing inferior : Peter is no moreconcluded Oecumenick Biſbiy, 
by this prerogative, then the other Apoſtles by the miracles 
wrought by them, * FE 
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The fourth prerogative is from Matthew 16. 16 F247.. That 
the Myſtery of the Trinity, and Incarnation of Chriſt, was firſt 
revealed toP ercr, before it was revealed to any of the reſt, 

But ic is anſwer<d, Although it were granted, as in «et 
many Fathers bclieve that ir 15 true , it is inconſequent to 
prove Peter Oecumenick Biſhop. Secondly, it is notoriouſly 
talſe, and preſuppons that the Patriarchs, Prophets, and $aints 
of the Old Teſtament, were ignorant of the My#ery of the Tri- 
nity and Incarnation of Chriſt. If they inſtance, they knew 
only in general , That the eſſias would be the ſecond Perſon 
of the Trinity, Incarnat , and born of a Virgin, but not in 
particular, that Chriſt was the Meſſias. It is replyed that John 
the Baptiſt, before ever Peter knew Chriſt, profcſſed thar 
Jeſus of Nazareth,in particular, the ſuppoſed Son of Joſeph and 
Son of (Mary , was the Son of GOD, and the Savior of the 
World, foretold by the Prophets, Nathanael allo profeſſed 
ſo much. Ir is a molt ſimpleevaſion of. Bellarmins, That theſe 
confeſſed Chriſt to be the Son of GOD, in that manner, 'as all 
the Saints are called Sons of GOD, or by Adoption : ſince Tohn 
the Baptiſt expreſly teſtifies that Chriſt was the Mefſtas foretold 
by the Prophets, Allo, thatthe ſame wis revealed ro Simeon, 
Luke 2. none without impudence can deny N athanael 210 
John 1, nor only calls Chriſt the Son of GOD, but alſo the 
King of Iſrael: and Anenſtin, tract. 7. in John, affirms, 
_ the confeſſion of Nathanaet , and that of Perer were the 
ame, 


The fifth prerogative,is Matthew 16.18.The gates of hell ſha! 


not OUEY COME it, Ir 13 an{[wered, we (hewed before the exnno. 
ſition of this place, viz, Thar the gates of hell ſhould not ov'cr- 
come the Church, T heyallecge bcre a Srcat py ercgative, for, 
lay they, thereſt of the Apoiilcs had nor this promile, for the 
Cates of hell prevailed again} the Churches founded by the orh ov 
”veſ/ le, {ince.thg Church vf Jeruſalem tounded by James, 
7X US * (nd 
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and alſo the Churches founded by the other Apaſtles are de. 
cayed. Bur it is anſwered. This prerogative is grounded upon 
a falſe ſuppoſition ; is. that our Savior meaned by the 
Church of Rome, the Church founded by Peter,of which he gi 
not dream: for weſhewed before, that the Rock upon which 
the Church is built, was only Chriſt : and that theſe Fathers 
who-interprered the Rock to bethe confeſſion of-Peter, or Pe. 
ter himſelf, mvancd all one thing with thoſe who interpreted 
the £ock robeChriſt , as is evidentin Auguſtinus, who in one 
place interprets the Rock to be Chriſt. In an other the conſe: 
ſion of Peter. In a third, Peter himfelf. However, they in- 
rangle themſelves pitifully, in expounding the Rock both to 
be Peter, and the ſeat of Peter : which are different things, aad 
it ſhal alſo be proved in the laſt chapter ofthis book, that Rome 
was not the ſeat of Peter, more then of Paul. And therefore 
they abſurdly. interpret, the Rock to be the Church of Rome, 

The ſixth prerogative, Matthew 17, Chriſt commanded tri- 
bute to be. payed for him and Peter: whence ſome Fathers ga- 
ther, that the Apoſtles themlelves knew the ſupremacy of Pe- 
ter, So Hieronymus on Matthew 18, as he is cited by Bellar. 
min, 

But it is anſwered, Although ſome Fathers were of thato- 
pinion, that the Apaſtles knew by that tribute paying , that 
Peter would be preferred to them all : the opinion of thoſe 
Fathers is notoriouſly falſe for the ſtrife of the ſons of Zebe- 
deus w.rs after the tribute paying. But they never would have 
demanded to be preferred to the ret, if they had known that 
Peter was preterred already: Yea, alſo thatcontention of all 
the Apoſtles for the primacy, was after that tribute paying. 
But they had been mad-men to have contended for the thing 
Peter had already. As for Hieronymnus, Bellarmin cites him 
unfaithfully, he on Atatthew 18, cxpreſly affirms, Thatrheſe 


were in an error. .who. colletFed the. ſupremacy of Pettr © ov 
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| that tribute paying: Bellarmin hath an other ſhift, that the cr- 
| ror mentioned by Hijeronymns , conſiſted in this, That they 
believed by that tribute paying, that Peter would be a tempo-al 


Princeor Menarch, Burt it is replycd, though that fition were 


* oranted,, they are allo in an error, who believe that the Bi- 


chop of Rome & 4 tezporal monarch. But they affirm, thatPe- 


*:0x was the ſame which the Biſhop of Rome is : but that he 


holds himſelf as a te:mporal Monarch, and teacheth it i» Cathe.* 
ara, we ſhewed before, cap 11. Howeverirt is a very ſtrange 
conſequence, Petry payed tri'nte, Ergo, he was Monarch of the 
Church, (fince the Biſhops of Rome (as ſhalbe proved, part 3, 
lib, 1. ) refule to pay tribute, Becauſe they pretend they are 
Monarchs of the Church. It is notori-"us a, that all the 
Apoftles, viritim, paycd tribute as wcll as Peter, 

Bellarmin and others inſtance with great pompe, that ſome 
myſtery lurks inthis, that our Savior commanded tribute to be 
payed for bim and Peter: viz. That the beads of the families 
only payed tribute, and ———_— , that Chriſt was headof the 
family, and Peter ſecondary head under him. 

Butir is replycd, Thar argument would conclude , that all 
the Church Militant payed only tribute to their Oecaumenick Bi. 
ſhop z or that theſaid tribute was payed for all the Church Mie 
litent : which cannotbe mentioned without Izughter, How. 
ever, they go onin ſophiſtry, and proves by the teſtimony of 
Hicrompmnur, that only the heads of families payed tribute : 
Quid tum poſtes 4 It doth not follow, That the head of the 
Church Milleans payed tribute for all the Members of it. Se. 


- condly, it, is impudent ſophiltry, to pretend theauthoricy of 


Hieronymus, His words are, Poſt Anguſium Ceſarem , Fude: 
fataeft tributarla, & omnes cenſi capite ferebautuy, Jt is ſtu» 
pendious ſophiſtry ( ſince rio learned man can b2.ſoignorant) 
to iffirme., that Hieronymus intheſe words, mentions, 7 148 
heads of the families for' payed tribute : ſince it appears ” 
T a 
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all, who are not utterly ignorant of the Latin tongue, thy 

cenſus capite, imports as much as J'iratems , thatis, Even 
* 4 "4 

perſon payed tribate, or every head for himſelf, 114 ut only bead; 

of families, 

It is demanded then, What was the meaning of our $:yig, 
inthat paying of tribute for Peter and hinſclf £ Chry/afomy, 
hows, 59. on Matthew, thial:s this was the reaſon , Becauſebu 
our Savior and Pcter were fi:ſt born, Bur the holy Farher i; 
in a great miſtake, for two reaſons, The firſt is, becauſeth;ttr;.. 
bute was not thetribute of the firſt born, (whichw.« payed only once 
ina lifetime') but an annual tribute , which was payed ever 
year, Secondly , Peter was not firſt born, but Andrew his 
brothcr, 

T-rnſenius, a Learned and Ingenuous Papilt, Concord, 69, 
affirms, the reaſon was, Becauſe Peter and Chriſt was theny. 
gether alone» He is nor ſo ſubtile as Be/laxpmin,to gather any [uv 
premacy of Peter, from thoſe words : The truth is, both 7: 
ter and our Savior dwelt at Capernaum , as may be gathered 
from Matthew 9. 1, Mark 2. 1. Luke 4.31.38. And itisvery 
like that our Savior was then in the houſe of Peter, to whic!) 
te wear out of the Synagogue, Luke 4. 38. and bing Peter! 
Gueſt, and Maſter alſo, payed forhim, ye may ſce by hun- 


ting this prerogative, how they ſcrape Sophiſtry out of the 


fre, to prove the ſupremacy of Peter, 

The ſeventh prerogative, is, two miracles in” fiſhing, Lot 
5. 3. and Joby 21.'6, If ye demand, what can be gathered 
trom theſe miracles * They tell you, Chriſt taught in Pete? 
ſhip, and Peters ſhip was the Church, and ſince Peter wi 
head of his own ſhip, he was alſo head of the Church. 

But it is anſwered, How know they that the ſhip was P! 
ters? Salmero the Jeſuit doubts he was ſo rich. And 
that argument falls a will, except they prove that the ſhi 
was Peters, It is admirableto conlider how Bel/armin ple 
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himſelf in Sophiſtry , diſtilling the ſupremacy of Peter from 


| the lymbick of his brains by wilde allegories; thatthe Reader 


may laugh. Ir willnot be amiſs to anatomize his Diſpute. 
Firſt, He afhrms, theſe ewo miracles of Filling, both fig 

nify the Charch: that of Luke 5. the Church Militant , bc- 
cauſe it was before the Reſurreion : that of John 21. the 
Charch Triumphant , becauſe it was after the Reſurrection. 
le adds an other reaſon, in the firſt Fiſhing , our Savior bid 
them only make ready their nets for the fiſhing. Inthe lecond, 
he injoyns them, #0 caſt ont the net upon their right hand. 
Who doubts but the Church Militant 1s ſignified by the firſt 
Fiſhing ? Becauſein it both good and bad are recewed ; what 
ever fide of the ſhip the ner be caſt from, And who can cal! 
itin queſtion, that the ſecond fiſhing ſienifies the Church Tre- 
umphant ? _— only the good are comprehended, 
ſince the Apoſtles are injoyned, To caſt ont the net on the 
right ſide of the ſhip : ſtill good, but berrer followerh. In the 
firſt fiſhing, the nets do break, denotating the Schiſms and Here. 
fries of the Church Militant. Inthe ſecond, the nets did not breal. 
atall, which ſignifycth , The Unity of the Church Triun. 
phant, Learned ſubtilty follows, 1» the firſt fiſhing, the unmbey 
of the fiſh is not determinated which were catched , ſignifying, 
or fulfilli 'g that paſſage of the Pſalm, 7 ſpake axd they were 
multiplyed without number , which is a clear demonſtration, 
That the Church Militant is repreſented by that fiſhing. But 
in the ſecond fiſhing, the caught fiſh were preciſely 15 3. By 
whichir is nole(s evident, that in it, The Church Triumphant 
& repreſented, Laſtly , If any obſtinat Heretick be not con- 
vinced by theſe former reaſons, that in theſe two fiſhings, the 
Church Militant and Triumphant are repreſented, they can- 
not bur be convinced, by this following reaſon, viJ. In the 
firſt ſoing, the fiſh were taken inthe ſhip, Luke 5, But in the ſe- 
cond, John 21. The fiſh were not taken in the ſhip , but drawn a 
T a ſhore 


. the ſupremacy of Peter thus. Since, ſairh he, Both thee fþ. 
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ſbore in the net, The firſt ſignifying ,.The flukuating of the 
Church Militant, receivinz indiffcrently alt, The ſecond, Ti, 
ftability of the Church Triumphant , receiving none but tly 
Ele, X uf. 

Upon thoſcirretragable principles, Bellarmin demonſirar 


ings repreſent the Church, and Peter is the chick F:ſber ot them 
both : Who bur an Heretick will deny, that Peter & head of | 
the Church? Andas if there were no more to prove,butthar Pe. (© 2 
ter was the Maſter-F1(her, hetalls to the proving of it. Firt, | # 
Our Savior ſeeing more ſhips on the ſhore, entred that of Peters, , 
andnot the reſt. Secondly, He bade Peter lanch out, and male 
ready the nets. Thirdly, He ſaid to Peter, Fear net, afterthis | * © 
thou ſhalt be a Fiſher of men z and thus way he proves Peter F * ! 
tobe Maſter Fiſher in the firlt Fiſhing, That he wasalſoin h * / 
the ſecond heproves : Firſt, becauſe Peter affirmed, he was g1- j 
ing @ fiſhing, and the reſt ſaid, they would go with him, Se 
condly, Peter drew the net to the land. It is necelels to ſpend 
time inrefuting has quiſquilies : any who would [ce Bellarmin 
and his fellows are exſibilared by Chemier, let him read tow, 
1. (36, 11, cap. 17. fromthe beginning to wu. 10. 

Thecight prerogative is taken from Luke 22. 32, But [ have 
prayed for thee that thy faith ſail not : therefore when thou 
art converted, flrengthen thy brethren, If ye aske them, What 
prerogative is here They tell you firſt, that theſe words 
were ſpokento Peter immediatly atter our Savior had confer- 
red the ſupremacy upon him : 1n the former contention, vert: 
26. confuſedly and generally, not naming him. But now, in 
theſe words, he deligns in p1:ticular, Petey to be that perſo 
whom he called greateſt amongſt them, verſe 26. 

But it is teplyed, It was proved falſe, cap, 14.that any pet- 
ſon was ordained greateſt among them, Luke 22.26. 

Secondly , They build on this, becauſe P eter is injoyned 

y 
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by Chriſtto confirm his brethrentherein. But it isanſwered, 


* caule Paul and Barnabas, confirmedbrethren, Ads 14. 22. $0 


Trd gs and Silas, Atts 15. 32. Innumerable other particulars 
(but it is needles ro mentionthem)'might be produced. And 
whereas they urge, that the word pa . m imports authority, 
It is anſwered, Sometime it doth , but not ſwpream authority 


' however in this place it importsno authority at all, bur only 


coodexample: So Theophylattus, Twenim, Retre, converfſius 
bonum exemplam fies penitenie omaibm: nulluſque eorum quz 
1 mecredunt , deſperavit, in te reſpiciens. Where obſerve, he 


| makes that confirming, nothing but by good example, he ſhal 


es wi ee os 2. 


confirm bis brethren;ovin theſe words , our Savior is meaning 
the 4poſtacy of Peter in his thrice denying him: and fo Theg. 


| phylattrs comments upon'che place,' vi, rhat Pererſhal con. 


frm his Brethren, by keeping them from deſpair of forgiveneſs al- 


' though their ſins were never ſo ou fireeChrift pardontd Vim , 


after ſo qreat a fin as denying him thrice : This expoſition of 
Theophyladus is the ſame with that of Ambreſins, and Enthy. 
mius and 4taldonat the Jeſuit, whouwponthis place hath theſe 
words, Ambroſ.j, Theophylatts, © Euthymiy interpret4tio'nithi 
von diſplicer, qut conver ſum exponunt #petcato,qus Chrif'umye- 
gavit, ata penitentia, quaſy aliis de [uo vulnere fecerit medici« 


. nam, In which words the Feſu/t exprefly aquicſceth inthe 


expoſition of theſe Fathers Whence appears the notable ſo- 
phiftryof Bellarrmin, lib. 4. cap." 3. de pont, Rom. Who infer= 
prets theſe -words'of our SWior, 'Therefdre when thou art tons 
vertied, confirm thy brethren thus. Theſenſe, faith he, of theſe 
words, is not that Peter repenting him of his ſin, or converted, 
ſhould confirm the Apoſtles by tus example : bur this, 7 104 whoſe 
faith eanhor be deficient, when thou fees pthers wacitlating, cons 
vert thyſelf to them, amb conflray them, Oo: 

They bbjeQ many things here, *as that Theophy/at7 ws ar: 

| | | met!1 


meth ,* That Peter afcer his repentance ſhal recover Primatun 
omnjium, and Prefefturam orbis : that Ambroſuus affirms , ty. 
trus Eccleſia preponitur poſtquam tentatus a Diabolo eſt, Ama. 
Pinus allo. calls Peter Rettorem Eccleſie, cui claves RegniCeh, 
rims credite ſust. But theſe objetions are of no moment, And 
firſt, that Theophy/atws affirms that Peter recovered the Pr. 
macy above all, it is nothing. For firſt, the meaning is noother, 
then that he hath achief place inthe Chmrch in dignity ,not in Fa 
riſdiftion: ang it ſhal be proved, cap. 19. & 20. thatnoton- 
ly the other Apoſtles are called Principes Primates, but allo 
Prefe#i orbis, and Reffores Eccleſia, 

The ninth Prerogative of Peter is, that our Savior firſtot 
all appeared ro him after his reſurrreion : Bur it is anſwered, 
ficſt, although ir were true, it is of no moment to prove Pete 
Occumenick Biſhop.* Secondly, it is notoriouſly talſe,becaule 
he appeared to Mary Magdalene, before ever he appearedto 
Petey, Mark 16.19. before ever he appeared to his own m0- 
ther, orto any of the Apoſtles. If Bellermin anſwer, That 44 
ry wn pr was only a woman : Iris replyed, It concluds,#6- 
men had the Primacy over the Apoſtles, if the Argument wet 
of any force. Secondly , itis very probable, that our Saviot 
appeared to theſe two diſciples, going to Emmaws , b:fore he 
appeared to any of the Apoſtles : for when they came back to 
Jeruſalem, and found the eleven gathered together, then they 
affirmed,that the Lord was riſen indeed,8& had appeared to 
mon: which is all that BeVarmin alledgeth to prove that Chriſt 
firſt appeared to Peter, except that of 1 Corinth, 15, He appte- 
red unto Cephas, and after that unto the eleven : however, al 
beitit be very probable that our Savior appeared to Peter, b& 
fore evcr he appeared unto the other Apoſtles : yet it concludes 
no more that Peter had Primacy over the other Apoſtles, then 
that thoſe rwo Diſciples going to Emmaus , had primary over 
' bem » lince he appeared unto.them , as well as unto Peter, be- 
fore ever he appeared tothe other Apoſtles. The 
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The tenth Prerogativeis taken from Foba 1.3., when our Sa- 


vior waſhins the Apoſles feet,. did firſt waſhthoſe of Peter, Te 
is anſwered firſt, Although itweretrae,- iris of no moment 


# to prove Peter Oecumenuck biſhop. Secondly, it is only a cot 


jeture of ſome Fathcrs, that Peters feet were firſt waſhed : it 
cannot begathered from the text at all. CAuguſfinwus is of that 


| opinion indeed, a:Eſo is Nonnw in his P ottical paraphraſe : 


but other Fathers arc againſt ity'as Chr yſoſtomus, Theophylatus. 
Bellarmin urgeth here, that chuſe Fathers athrm, Thar Funds 
oniy had bu feet waſhed before Peter : but what then? Bellarmiins 
reaſcn is very bad, concluding from that waſhing, Peter to be 
Occumenick Biſhop, ſince Judas was wiſhed before him : ' he 
inſtanccs Fndas wzs a Traitor, and none of the other Apoſtles 
would have (ſuffered our Savior to waſh their feet before theſe 
of Peters, but only Fud«. Buritis'replyed,; Firſt;it rhere/higd 
been any. my ſtery of Primacy in that waning of feet, our Sa- 
vior would never have waſhed the feet of Fudas befors thoſe of 
eter. Secondly, not only Origines and. 49:brofius afhrm; 
That he waſhed the feet * w_ Apoſtlere. before theſe of Peter, 
(beſides Fud4s) but alſo PopiſhDo@ors affirmthe ſame; as 4qui> 

na, Lyrants , and Salmerothe Jeſuit. | 
The eleventh Prerogative is from John 21, 18. where our 
Savior faith to Peter, But when thou ſhalt be old, thou ſhalt 
fretch furth thine hands, and another ſbal gird thee: It ye de- 
mand what Prerogative is here? They anſwer. that-in thoſe 
words, Chriſt ſhowsto Peter what death be ſhould. dje, viz. 
That he ſhould be crucified as himſelf was. But it is anſwered, 
Firſt, although it were true, it doth not conclude Perey ro be 
Oetumenick Biſhop. Secondly , 'that oux Savior forexold to 
Peter 4 violent death in thoſe words, is -more then probable 2 
but that he foretold rhe death of the croſs, gan. nowayes be ga- 
thered from the words. And whereas they ii ſtupon frercb- 
ing forth of hands, it is of no momenty tnce thoſe words do 
not 
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not conclude ftretching forth of hands npon the croſs necefaril, | 
fince ones handsare ſtretched our when they are bo.ind : which 
ſort of ſtretching, our Savior qu: ſtionleſs means by, as appear 
by theſe words; When thou waſt young, thou girdedſt thy ſelf ba 
whey thou ſhalt bevld, then ſbaltiſtrerch forth thy hands , and ax. 
other ſhal gird thee , aud leadthee whither thou wouldeſt nat, The 
Syr4an Interpreter, Alius cinges lumbos ruos ſhall gird thy lying, 
laterlinear Glols, cinget vinenls, ſhal gird thy loins. Lyrany 
( convinced that ſtrerching of hands was by Cords, and not by 
Nails) affirms , That Peter was Crucified, being bound by cds 
upon the'crofs : which is a very ridiculous fancy : however, 
that by ſtretching of hands , is not meant A , but only 
bring, appears\by the following words z. 434 lead thee wii. 
thet thow-wouldeſt noe. It is ntorious , that. they uſe not to 
lead-one who'is crucified alrezdy any where. 

. ; Therwelfth Prerogative is from-4#s 1.15. And in thiſe 


deyes'P ever ſtood up in the midſt of the Diſciples, Here they gas 


thergrear things, Firſt, that Perer convocated the reſt of the A- 
poſtiet;+Bkgo! he was Occumtnick Biſhop: But firſt, it is i#- 
confequentyalthouthke hadgathered them in one, itdoth got 
follow , that he did ſo by wathorr'y \, bur only by advice.and 
counſel; 'Secandly , it isnotoriouſly falfe, chat Luke in that 
place a{firms any ſuch thing asthat rhe Apoltles were canyoct 
ted by Peter: - | tl 0 | 

; The ſecondthing they gather, thar Per having propoſed, | 
that one ſhould be, ohoſen in the place off Judas , they all obeyed bs 
commend, But it iSanſwered, Peter only uttered his opinion, 
( a5 any.ont of theth might have'done ) that ſuch a thing was 
neceſary:y and they followed his yes It, 15 ridiculoustd 
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collttinommthenceany authority of Peter over the reſt, 
 Salmerathe Jeſwit colleRs, that Peter repreſented Chriſt, be- 

cauſe Luke affirms, He ftood up in the midſt of them, Butit is. 

anſwered, Itfollows likewiſe, thar the little child, Mat. 18, 


and 
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and the man with the withered hand, Mark 3.and Pant, AR, 27. 
Were viſible heads of the Church, That ſtanding inthe mias, 
imports noauthority of it ſelf , butrathera Miniſtrie , appears 
by Lake 22, 27 where our Savior affirms , He was in the 
mids of them as aſervait. 

The thirtcenth Prerogative, is, from 4s 2.where after the 
Apoſtles had received the Holy-Ghoſt , Peter firſt of all, 4:4 
promulgat the Goſpel, But it:is anſwered, Firſt, although it 
were true, it is inconſequent to. prove Peter viſible head of rhe 
Chnrch, as isnotorious, ' Secondly , it is falſe, or at leaſt not 
certain , that Peter preached the Goſpel firſt : for Luke affirms, 
Before that time, the Apoſtles ſpate with tongues to the admi- 
ration of all the hearers , but queſtionleſs , what they ſpake 
was the Goſpel. 

The fourteenth Prerogative, is, from 4&s 3. 6, Where Pe- 
ter cured the lame man, If yeask , what Prerogative is here, 
fince Paul and other Apcſtles did equivalent miracles? They 
anſwer , 1t was the firſt miracle the Apoſtles did'after Chriſts A» 
ſcenſion, 

Burt itis replyed, What although it were 2 It dothnot con. 
clude Peter to be Oecnmenick Biſhop, Secondly , if it be not 
falſe, it is uncertain, for we read in the ſecond chapter, that 
the Apoſtles did many miracles , which probably was before 
that time. 

The fifteenth Prerogative, is, from 4#s5, Where Petey 
kiledwith a word Annanias and Sapphira. But it is anſwered, 

Paul, As 13. ſtruck Elimas the ſorcerer with blindneſs with a 
word only, or in as miraculous a manner. 

The Gxteenth Prerogmive, is, from 4#s 9. 32. Andit came 
topaſs , as Peter walked throughout all quarters , he came alſoto 
the Saints that dwelt at Lydda, If ye 28k what they mean z 
They willtell you , that Peter did the of fice of a General in au 
Army. Pur it is falſe, that Peter walked through the Saints, 

V viſuing 
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viſiting them otherwiſe , then Paul 4.4, rAtts 18, 

The (eventcenthPrerogarive is from As 10 where Peter priq. 
ched firſt totheGentiles, being commanacd ſo todd inthat viſim, 
But it is anſwered, Although Peter had firſt preached untothe 
Genztles : it dcth not conclude him 0ecnmenick Riſhop. Se. 
.c ondly,if nor falſe, it is at lcaſt not certain , becauſe Phil'p his 
preaching at Samaria, and his baptiſiag of the Exnuch are both 
mentioned by Luke, before that viſion of Peer concerning Cor. 
nelins. 

The eighteenth Prerogative, is, from 4s 13. Whereit is 
affirmed , That the Church m1de continual 7»terceſsion for Pe. 
ter, when ke was impriſoned, Bur it is anſwered , None but 
a Sophiſter, would object that to prove Peter Occumenick Bi. 
ſhop. B5e/ſarmin inſtances, That they prayed not for James, 
and Stephen : But it is anſwered, Thats for worſe Logick to 
prove Peter Oecumenick Biſhop, Secondly , it is impious in 
Bellarminto affirm, That the Church did not pray tor Stephes 
and James: although it be not mentioned , he cares not what 
he bable, becauſe all he ſpoke, was received as Goſpel by 
his diſciples at Rome. 

The nincteenth Prerogative is . from As 15. where Peter 
firſt ſpeaks , and all thereſt followed hs opinion. 

Burit is anſwered firſt, That Luke mentions, that there was 
great debate among (# thembefore Petey ſpake : and therefore itis 
uncertain , that Peter ſpare firſt. Second'y , whereas they 
Call that ſpeaking of Peters, a pronouncing of the ſentence, \tis 
notoriouſly falle , for Lyranw himſelt attirms - it was pro- 
nounced by Famer, verſe 19, 45 it was indeed. The reaſon they 
glve is, Becauſe Fames was B:(hop of the place. Thirdly, Cardinal 
Cart h«fianus,upon As 15. xprifly atfirms, That Fames pre- 
fided in the Council, which quite deſtroys the Supremacy of Peter 
tor 3nOccurnenick Biſhop,who hath the only right of preſiding 
in Councils,cither by himſelf ,when he is preſent , or elſe by his 
Legats 
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Legats, when he is abſent. Fourthly, inthe Conncil of Baſpl, 
the Fathers of that Council denyed, that the Legats of the 
Biſhopof Rome (ſhould prefide in that Council, becaul: they 
neverdid read, that Petey did preſide in any Council. Turre- 
Cremata, lib, 3, cap. 24, Summe de Eccleſ, affirms the ſame: 
and for th:t realon Paul, Galat, 3. preterrs Fames to Peter ; 
whence appears that it is falſe, that Peter prefided in that 
Council , and albeit he had preſided, itdorh nor conclude him 
Oecumenick Biſhop: for it ſhal be proved, part. 2. and part 3, 
that in the Council of Nice , and other General Councils,that 


# thoſe who preſidedin them were not Occumenick Piſhops. 


Thetwency Prerogative, and laſt Scriptural is, from Gala 1. 
where Pau; affirms, That after three years , hewent up to Fe- 
wmſalemtoſce Peter, Butit is anſwered, All who were viſied 
by Parl, were not Occumenick Biſhops : and here Bellarmiz 
miſerably ſophiſticats in the Fathers. And fir't, he cites Chry- 


ſoſtomws , a\tirming that the reaſon was, becauſe Peter was 
greater then himſelf. But ir is anſwered, That Ch-yſoſtomus 


words are elder then himſelf: for ſo he explains, greater then 
himſelf , *s wile nei n«Crgy , that this is Chryſoftom's mcan- 
ing is evident , becauſe inthe ſame place he affirms, That Pant 
went toſee Peter, not that he needed any thing from bim, being 
equal to bim, He affirms alſo, I ſay »o more, which is 25 much 
2s in his opinion, Paul was to be preferredto Peter. Inlik: man- 
ner, he ſophiſticats in Hieronym: , whom he brings in aftir- 
ming the reaſon of that viſit, was, becauſe, Peter was the firſt 4- 
poftle, Butit15 anſwered, The meaning of Hieronyms is the 
ſame with that of Chryſoſtomus by firſt Apoſtle, he means either 
in age, or dignity, not in Juriſdition , becauſe he expreſly af- 
fi:ms inthe ſam” place, T har Pa»! came to fee Peter , mon 4'(- 
cendi ſtudio, qui & ipſe exnd:m predicationss habzret Autorem, 
{-d honors priori Az oftolo deferendi. thas is not tolearn any thing 
from him , but to do h;m hanor as the ftrſt Apoſtle, Auznſlinns 

2 expreſly 
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expreſly calls it a fraternal wifi: , and fo doth Terillianye, 
Lombard ss a\ſo affirms , The end of Pauls viſit, was to ſhaw 
Peter that he was his Ceapoſtolus. or ſellow 4peſtle with him, nx 
to learn aay thing from him, Aq ina, the other great Maſter of 
the School- men, affirms the ſamc, paraphraſing up n the word 
of Paul, he faith, Non ut diſetremab eo, ſed ut viſnarem ew, 
not to learn from vim, but to ſee him, | 

And thus we have waded through that immenſe Ocean of 
that diſpur of BeGarmins, concerning the Scrip:ural Preroga- 
tives of Petey, in which we have omitted nothing of moment, 
or what is worth the anſwering. Bellarmiz alledgeth ſome reſti- 
monies of Fathers, ſhewing to favor ( as he cites th:m) ſome 
of theſe Prerogatives of Petey: but he baſely (ophiſticats, as 
we have given a Specimeninthe chict of them, whoſ: teſtimo- 
nies we haye vindicated, Hedeludes his Reader in this, vis, 
becauſe thoſe Fathers acknowledge ſome of thoſe Preroga® WM | 
tives, therefore by Sophiſtry, he would perſwade his Reader 
that Peter was Occumenick Biſhop in their opinion , whica 
was ycry far from their mind, as partly we have ſhewedin the 
former chapters, and pattly ſhall ſhew in the tollowing, 


CH AP: XVII: 
Of the Prerogatives of Peter by Tradition, 
JT the former Chapter, we have diſputed the Scriptural 


P rerogatives of Peter, twenty in numb:r : now followeth 
Prerogarives of Peter by tradition , which arc eighth in 
number. The firſt is, that Enodius, and ſome other affirm, 
That Perer only of all the Apoſtles was baptized by the hands 
of Chriſt. 
But it is anſwered firſt, That Euodius teſtimony is not much 
to be regarded , Beronius himſelf thinks it not to be wean 
y 
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by Eodins, becauſet'ie author of it affirms, That Steven was 
martyred ſeven years aftes the death of Chriſt. Secondly, he 
faith, The houlc in which our Savior celeb1arcd the Surper, 
was in the houſe of John the Apoſtle, which Circ&ly contra- 
dis, Matthew 26. Mark 14. and Luke 22. As for Bellarmins 
cther « i:rteſſes, Nicephorus and £Euthymias, they have it from' 
the (:14 ſupp.:ititious Fuodizs : This Exodius was Patrizrch 
of Antiochia, immediatly after the times of the Apoſtles, at 


| le:ſt called fo, mm 4 large ſenſe z Forit ſhal be proved, part. 2. 


lib. 1. that no Patriarchs were eſtabliſhed betore the Conneil 


* cf Chalcedon. 


Secondly , Many of the Fathers exprefſly affirm , That ir is 
falſe, that Chrilt baptized Peter. So Euthymimns himſelf (after 
he had recited the opinion of Ewodius) Fulogries in Photius, 
Bicbliothec. cap. 280, Tertullianns, de Baptiſmo.cap. 12, Chry- 
ſoſtomus on the Ads, homil. 1. who all athirm, Thar Peter and 
the other Apoſtles were baptized by Johnthe Baptiſſ, Augu. 


| ſtinus, epiſt. 1098, diſputs this queſtion, whither John or Chriſt 


« &: «peel py Re: 


baptized the Apoſtles : He is in doubt of it, but inclines 
moſt tothat opinion, that they were baptized by Chtiſt, Ne- 
vertheleſs, there js no prerogative in Peter there, ſince he 
ſpeaks of the Baptiſm of 311 the Apoſtles as well as Peter, 

Thirdly, Although Peter had been baptized by Chriſt 
alone and not the other Apoſtles, it doth not conclude him 
to be Oecumenick Biſhop. 

The ſecond Traditional prerogative , is, That only Peter 
was orcaincd Biſhop by Chrit',and the other Apoſtles by Perer 

Bur it is anſwered, It is a mcer table, contradicted by C hry- 
ſo:2omus on Matthew, hom. 5, Who affirms, That Fames firſt 
obtarned 4 Biſboprick : if that be true, then he was a Biſhop 
before Peter ; And if before Peter, then he behoved to have 
beer, made Biſhop by Chriſt, ſince Peter could not make James 
Biſhop, when he was not Biſhop himlelt. 


Secondy 


4 
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Sccondly, It ſhalbe proved inthe laft chapter of the bogk, 
thar neicher Peter, nor any of the Apoſtles were Biſhops pro- 
pcrly : but in a /arge ſenſe, 4s Biſhop comprehends Apoſile , 
47:1.20,a0d i'i that ſenſe, Chriſt himtelt is called a Biſhop, 
I. Peter 25. | 

The third Traditional prerogative, is,from CA ts 8, Where 

eter dereRted Simon Magus ; the traditionis,) that after that 
tive, re lame Feter extinguiſhed hun, 

Pur is anſwered, Albcit it weretrue, that Simon Maru was 
kill:d by Peter, it doth not conclude him 0 ecumenict Biſbyp, 
Bellarmin inſtances, That Simon Magus was Prince of He- 
reticks, whom Petcr ki[led : Ergo , Pctcr ws Oecumenick 
Biſhop who killed him, But it is anſwered: Firſt, Bellarmins 
Scholars at Rome, may well approve of this way of diſputa. 
tion, but it is laught at elſe where. Secondly, that argu. 
ment would conclude Paul to be Oecumenick Biſhop, fincc Cy. 
rillus,Catheſ. 6. Sulpitius, hiſt. Sacr, lib. 2, Ambroſias ſer- 
201. 66, atribute the killing of S:/mwor Maga joyntly to Peter 
and Paul, 

Thirdly, That killing of Simon Magus by Peter , ſeems to 
be a fable, ſince thoſe who reports it contradiR other in the 
manner. Hezeſipus, lib, 3. cap, 2. affirms, That Simon Ma. 
gus made wines to himſelf, and fell a flying : Clemens, lth. 6, 
cap. 9. affirms, That he had no wings, but oaly was carried in 
the Airby Devils : Sulpitics calls them two Devils, Some 
of them, ſaith, Simon Magn, brake his neck in the fall, at thc 
Prayer of Peter: Others that he brake only his chigh-bone. 

Finally, All this tory of Peter and Simen Magus. depends 
upon Peters being at Rome ; but allthe Ancients teſtimonics, 
who teſtified Peter was at Rome, depends uponthe authority 
of Papizs, whom Enuſcbius diſcrives to be the author of miny 
fables, as ſhal be ſheved at large, in the laſt chapter of this 
book, Where alſo it ſhal be praved, by unanſwerable pre. 


ſumptons 


Pook 1 Ofthe Bſhoprick of Peter. 159 


ſumptions, that Peter was neverat Rome : and that all Belar. 
n.ins proots to the contrair, arc of no moment. 

The fourth Ttraditional prerogative of Peter, 1s, That Pe- 
ter by the command of Chriſt , fixed his Biſhoprick at Rows, 
which was the imperial City: Ergo, Pcter was Oecumenich 
Biſbop. Bur it is anſwered : Firſt, it doth not follow: Second- 
ly,Zellarmin cannot prove by Scripture or Antiquity, That 
Peter fixed his Biſhoprick at Rome much leſs at the command 
of Chriſt, Bellarmininſtancetht' .. authority of Leo, ſer... v3, :. 
denatali Perri cf Pauli. Butitis an[wered ; Firſt, Leo doth not 
affirm, That Peter was injoyned to his Biſhoprick at Rome, but 


| only ropreach the Goſpel as an Apoſtle, his words are, 24num 


A poſtoli imbuendr - Evangelio mundum, diſtributs {ib ter- 
rarum partibus, ſuſcepiſſent, Petrus, Princeps CApoſtolict ord. 
nis ad arcem Romani deſt;natur impery. Bur Paul went alſoto 


$ Pome, for that end to preach the Goſpel as an Apoſtle. Zur 
# this queſtion, if Peter were at Rome, and Biſhop of 7 ome 2 
| Shal be diſputed inthe three laſt chapters of this book, 


The fifth zraditional prerogative of Peter, is, That Chriſt 


| appeared 10 him at theend of his life, or a little before he dyed: 
| and when Peter asked him, whither he was going ? tic an{we- 


rcd, he was come again to be crucified, 
Bur it is anſwered : Fiſt, it contradicts Scripture, afftr. 


| ming, Ads 2. 21. That the Heavens muſt contain him until 


- ge or Ac. WET TRY” 44, ws 


| that argument would conclude Paw Occumenich B 
Where marke, how hc is intangled , when be aifirms, Chriſt 


the day of Judgement. Secondly, the auchor of this table js 
Hegeſippus, fally belicved to behim, wholived in the days of 
the Apuſtles aS Baroninsafhrins, anno 69, num. 7. OrtTines 
bom. in John 37. calls it Appocryphal. And albeit ir wererrue, 
it doth not conclude Peter to be Vecumenick Bi/bop : for Bel. 
larmin himſclf affirms, That our Savior lcft the Heavens, an 
coming unto the Air, appcarcd unto Paul, C4@s 9 4 andfo 

ſhop allo, 


apy cated 
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appeared to Peter in Rome, to prove that Peter was at Rome, 
when it is objected to him, As 3. 21. That the Heavens ſhould i 
contain __ till the laſt day, and therefore contradidts Serip. 


HM 
ture, He anſwers, Chriff appeared to Paul in the Air, But her: Fa 
to prove Peter Oecumenick Biſhop, he affirms, That our Savin WR th 
after his Aſcenſion , left Heavenbut once , when he appearedn be 
Peter : Elſe he loſeth time in declaiming ſo much upon this WR C 
prerogative, For he mult either deny that Chriſt appeared to WW 2 
Pasl out of the Heayen: or elſe he cannot affirm, without So- * 3 
phiſtry,that Chriſts appearing to Peter is a prerogative, # th 

The ixth traditional prerogative of P eter, is, That onh WW h: 
theſe Churches were Patriarchal ſeats, which were foundedb n 
Peter, 4s Rome, Alexandria, and Antiochia. 7 


Bur it is a notorious untruth , For not only Jer«ſilem and WT 7 
Conſtantinople, but alſo many other Citics were Patriarch WI + 
ſeats: His proofs are ſhameleſs. As firſt t:e fixth Canon of the 
Council of Nice, which mentions only theſe three Patriarcha WF 0 
ſeats, And likewiſe, the Council of Chalcedon, Ation 16.8 W 
it is anſwered, theſe Councils mention only theſethree, inthele 
Canons cited by Bellarmin: but the Council of Nice mention: 
Jeruſalem, Canon 7. under the name of &lia. As for th 
Council of Chalcedon, it mentions other Patriarchal ſeats, in 
many places, as Canon 28. it mentions him of Con#antinopl, 
Likewiſe, the ſecond General Council of Conſtantinople mer- 
tions at leaſt ten Patriarchal ſeats inthe Eaſt, Secondly, if 
take the word Patriarch ftrifly, it ſhil be proved, pett. 
lib.2. that there was no Patriarch before the Council of Chal 
cedon, eſtabliſhed by Law. And therefore, it is falſe which 
Bellarmin atfirms , That theſe three were ever held Partiar- 
chal ſeatsonly , becauſe they were founded by Peter , as ſhal be 
proved at large, part, 2. (ib, 2, Thirdly, It is falſe which he af- 
firms, viz, That thoſe Churches were called Patriarchal, b- 
cauſethey were founded by Peter : ſince it is notorious, thatthe 


dignity 


* 
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dignity of Biſhops, cMetropolitans, and Patriarchs, depended 
_=_ ervil reſpects, and not upox their Apoſtolick founders, For 
rſt, the Brſhop of Rome had the firſt place, becauſe he was Bi- 
ſhop of the 01d 1mperial City : he of Conitantinoplethe ſecond, 
becauſe he was Prſhop of New Kome, as appears by the third 
Canon of the ſecond General Council of Conſtantinople, by the 
28. Canun of the tourth General Cowncil of Chalcedon, by the 
36 Canon of the fitth General Council of Conſtantinople. As for 
the other Patriarchs, Baronius himſclt, ad annum 39. num 10. 
hath theſe words, Majores in inſtituends ſedibus Eccleſiarum, 
non aliam miſſe rationem, quam ſecundum provinciarum divi- 
ſionem, & prerogativas 4 Romanis antes ſtabilitas, quam plu- 
rima ſant exempla. And a little atter, he affirms, That the Pa- 
triarch of Alexandria was preferred to him of Antioch, becauſe 
Agypt was prefectura Auguſtalis, And not Antioch,which was 
only a proconſulat of Syria: And forthat reaſon allo, It was 
preferred to Jeruſalem, becauſe Jeruſalem was undey the ſaid 


| proconſulat, But if Bellarmins prerogntive of Peter hold good, 


Antioch would be preferred to Conſtantinople, becauſeit was 
founded by the Apoſtle Petey : andalſo to Alexandria, be- 
cauſe it was only founded by Mark, But more of this,part, 2. 


8 lib. 2, 


The ſeventh traditional prerogative is, The feaſt of the chair 


* of Peter, "A that there was a Feſtival day obſerved inthe 


Church, of the inſtitution of Petey, in his Biſhoprick cver fince 
his time. 

But it is anſwered : Firſt, Bel/larmin is very wary in this 
objection, in ſpeaking of the Feaſt of Peters chair in general, 
net nameing which chair in particular, Better hold his peace, for 
this teaſt was in remembrance of Peters Biſhoprick of Antioch, 
and not of Rome. If this argument have any force , it proves 
= Biſhop of Antioch 0 ecumenick Biſhop, and not the Biſhop of 

ome. 

X Secondly 
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. . . . YL 
Sec: ndly, It is notoriouſly falſe, That this fea was obſer. 
ved by the whale Church. Belſarmins pronts aus, 
Sermon 15, de Sanctis : which book 13 proved Ly rams ig ; 
be forged 3 How ever it is 0! no moment, Vicinvr ithe forge] 
or not f f 
Thi: : LSE Rt: La 
Thirdly, Daronius himſclf ipeiking of Feaſts, 32 hongr of 
hei 2d, FF bler-:ed by Churches for that Be = 
their Fonnders, or of Feaſts obſer-e4 by C1u7725 for that Rea. 


' 


are A "7H. !nus 


ſoz, offirms (ſpeaking ot the Church ©! Roe) That the fer] 
of the foundation of that Churc\ w.:s lite, aud according tothe 
example of ſome Oriental Churches, G | 
The laſt prerogative of Petey, is, That in 0!7Epiiles cille] 
Litere Format.e, ——a'ticr tacie words, 1 the {ae of the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, the name of Peter wisin- 
ſerred. If yeanſwer, that ir is but a late invention , Bellr- 
min will procnce an Epiſtle of 47:t:c:5 Biitop of C uſt ants. 
zople Birtitis rcplycd , Several makes mention of theſe Liters 
called Formate , but of that fort as they are ;nencioned by Bel 
[armin,where th: name of Peter is placed ncxt after the Trinity, 
11 {ch Letters, ve nave no examp! » of old, but o' late in the 
colleTions of the decretals, and Canon Law. Ye find oniy tw0 
of themin Gratianas, diffin.q;. The firft dated 1002. The 
ſecond 1315. Y; find ottcrof trhemin Ive, derect, part, 6. 
eap. t34.25.! 175. \s for that epiſiie of Artices, any may (er 
rforg d: How.veorit is of nomoment, whether it be forzcd 
ornot? Heothat woul 1 ice rhe proofs of its Forgery, 1: hin 
read Chameir upon this prerogative : However theſe farma's 
litere, were conceived (us, #, v, 4, Which three letters figni- 
fy Father, £17, and loly Ghoſt 5 Then was written 7 the 1al- 
tiil leiter of Peter : next, the f:ft letter of his namewho 
wrote the letter. Secondly . The ſecont l:tter of his name i 
whom i: was written, Thirdly , Thethirdletter of his name, 
who carried the letter. . Fourthly , The fourth letter of the 
name of the City , from which it ws written, &c. All theſe 
CCremonuics 
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cercmonics wereuſeito preveen milcarrying,or forging of let - 
ters, Ani thus we have purged that Angie Stabulum, of that 


difpur of Bellarmins, concerning the prerogatives of Peter, 


Ar: conſequently, anſwered all, what is objected by Bellar. 
min in this argum-nt of prerogatives, for the ſupremacy of 
Peter, v. bach 1s the fourthgeneral argument, proving him 0eccu- 


menick Biſbop a!ledged by our adverſaries. 
CHAP. XVIII. 


Several Arguments from the Carriage of Peter, 
diſproving his Supremacy, 


Ur Adverfarics in the three preceeding chapters, cn- 
deavorcd by all the Art they could, to prove the 
ſupremacy of Peter by his prerogatives , moſt of 
which were ia his carizage, In this chapter, we 

will ſhortly minute ſome arguments frem the car7;age of Pe. 

ter that he could not be Monarch of the Church ordained 6 

Chriſt, And itis very ſtrarpe, that our adv-rſaries ſhould have 

endeavore\| to provethe ſypremacy of P eter by his carriage, 

Ince Salmero the Jeſuit, in his Commentarics upon the Fir ff 

of Petey, ingermovuſly confeſcth,nothing can be gathered from 

"is carriage, to prove his ſupremacy. nd conſequently, he 

ocknowledgcth all thiſe arguments, proving hisſupremacy from 

L« carriage, t9 be nothing clſe but ſophiſms. That the argu- 

ments £10.12 Nis Carriage, C1-proving his ſapremacy,arc no ſo. 

wiſms, 2ppoors by whor followeth , we will only mention 
tice, The firſt is this, it appears by 1s 8. 14: 7 hat Peter and 

John were delegated by the 4roftles, who were in Jeruſalem to 

preach t5e Goſpel in Samaria: but an Oecumenick Bilbop, can- 

"ot bedelegated, as is notorious, Who would take upon thzm 

tolendthe Lrſhop of Rome in commilhon row-a-diys £ They 

anlwertothis argument variouſly. X 2 a- 


W. 


ſent Phinchas the High-Prieſt tothe Reubenites and Gadites : 
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Panigarolla, diſcept. 6. anſwers, That it was by Peters owy E] 
procurement, that he was ſent by the other Apoſtles: butheon. IR af 
ly gueſſerh, his anſwer bath no warrandinthe texr, and by fuch WM br 
anſwers as his, any paſſage of Scripture, albeit never {oeyj. Py 
dent, may be cluded. | a 

Bellarmin, Stapleton, S anderus, Salmero, and Baronins, gr 
anno 35, num, 9. affirms, That itis not inconſiſtent with z. WW // 
guals , to be ſent from their Equals, They give many inſtan- Be 


ces: Thefirſtis, That GOD the Father ſent Chriſt, andbth A 
ſent the Holy Gho#: butthar inſtance is ridiculous , not being th 
a Miſſion of lik: Nature with that of Peter from the other dc 
Ps Likewife,the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is from 
Equals : but that Miſſion of Peter was from thoſe ( as the Re- 
man Dottors maintain) under his own authority. 

They inſtance , ſecandly, Herod ſent the wiſe men to Beth. 
lebem , but he bad no authority over them. But it i5 anſwered, 
Firſt, That the wiſe men had no authority over Herod :theſtate 
of the queſtion is , Whether Peter had authority over the other 
Apoſtles ? The force of theargument conſiſts in this, that ſince 
they ſent him , or delegated him, he had none: and conſe- 
quently, he was not Oecumenick Biſhop. Secondly, Herod did 
not delegate the wiſe men, not anwine; but viyroes, between 
which two verbs there is great difference; the firſt ſignifying 
a ſending with authority : the ſecond many times 4 dimiſſun 
only. as appears in ſeveral Claſsick Authors, having the ſame ſig- 
nification with «meriurgas, So Homicr Odyſſ, 15. and other 
where, 

Theirthird inſtance, is from Joſhua 22. Where the people 


Joſephus aſs, lib. 20, cap. 7. Antiquit. relats, That Iſhmael 
the High-Prieſt was ſent to Nero, by the people of the Jews: 
But it is anſwered, Theſe inſtances are not to the purpoſe: Þ 
And firſt, Phinehas was not Hieb.Prieſt, but only the _ ef 
eazar 
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Elcazar the High-Prieſt, &it is great impudence in Stapleton to 
affirm, he was High- Prieſt: Bellarmincalls him not High- Prieſt, 
bur only Pr#eſe, but he reaſons from him , as he were High 
Pri:(t. As for 1ſbmael, Beflurmintakes no heed that he was ſent 
asa Legat, (as Rufinws interprets) but Bellarmis will nor 
orant that Peter was ſent as 4 Legat ;, neither will he grant that 
Iſbmael being 2 Legat , was greater then theſe who ſenthim : 
Be/larmin uſeth other inſtances of Paul and Barnabas, fent, 
Aﬀts 15. fromthe Church of Antioch to Feruſalem, who were 
the chief DoQors of the Church. Whence, ſaith he, To be ſent 
doth not import, that theſe who [ent them were greater then they, 
Butir is anſwered : Firſt, The queſtion is not, whether the 
Apoſtles who ſent Petey , were greater then he * But whether 
* he was greater then they were « We donor affirm, The other 
| Apoſtles were greater then Peter, but only ſince they ſent him 
* aSa Legat, hewas not greater then the-other Apoſtles, Se- 
condly, As 15, the Greek yerbs Timur, and dTo;iixew, Are not 
uſed by Luke, but the verb «noiumrw ; which ſignifies a hono« 
rable dedutFion, or dimiſsion : And ſo Cajetanus the Cardinal, 
| and Salmero the Jeſuit, interpret the place. 
| Fiſher, Biſhop of Rocheſter, affirms, That Pius ſecond (the 
Cardinalthinking it fit) hadan inrention to goagainſt the Turks 
in perſon, . 
But itis anſwered, He had no intention to go in commiſſion 
| fromthe Cardinals , but only to follow their advice. 
Stapleton inſtances , Ss did Peter go to Samaria out of his own 
* accord, not neceſſitated by any authority, But he is refuted by 
the Greek verb dmwwinuv , which evermore ſignifics 4 ſending 
with authority, as appears by John 1. where it is (aid , That the 
| Jewes ſent Prieſts and Levites to Feruſalem, And likewiſe, 
2 Timothy 4. Tychicus was ſent to Epheſus, And likewiſe, 
As 11. Barnabas was ſent : in all which miſſions, the great 
verb «Tia , and not mi-w is uſed, but not ſo, 40510. 
when Paul was ſent from Antioch, The 


4 
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The bcſt ſolution of all is given by Renatw a Socboniſt, 
who grants, that Peter was (cn: by the other Apoſtles, as Le- 
gat, and leſs in authority then they. Bur (ſaith he ) it dothnat 
toll ww he was nor Occumenick Biſhon; becanſe the authorirg(f 
the whole Charch , is more then the authority of an Occnmenich 
Ziſhop, Ic cannot bedenyed, that this an'wer of Rena! rakes 
away tlic force of the Argument. But ir is much doubted,th;e 
this anſwer is owned at Rowe: finc{the dottrine of the particy. 
lar Chnrch of ' ome ( the infalliviliy of waich 1s defended 
Bellarmin and all the Italians) is, that the authority of the Biſhop 
of Rome is above a General Conncil : whic); after many debxe; 
and oppoſitions in the Council of Conſtance, and Baſ/, at laſt 
was concluded in the Council of Florence + whence the arcy- 
ments yet in force againſt the dotrine of the Church of Rome, 
althoughnot azainſt Rezatws, and others of his opinion, 

The ſecond argument againſt the Supremacy of Peter, trom 
hiscartiage, «Ads 11, 3. where he was challenged by the bre- 
thren for going in to men uncircumciſed, The Argument isthis, 
An Oecumenick Biſhop cannot be queſtioned for any thing he 
doth, but Peter was queſtioned : Ergo, He was not an Otecume- 
nick Biſhop. The firſt propoſition is proved from the Cmnon 
Law, in Gratian«s, Diſin&, 40. Canon $i Papz, Whereit 
isexpreſly affirmed , and likewiſe , Difi»4. 19. and Can/. 17, 
queſt, 4. And like vilc in the ſamediſtinion, 19. cap. in me- 
moriam. The words are, Licet vix fezendun ab illa ſanaſede 
i mponatus jugum , tamen ferameys, & pia devotione toleremns, 
Burtrhe Glols in the Decretals, cap, quanto Perſonam de tranſ- 
[aticne Epiſcopi, affirms, That the Biſhoy of Rome hath cele/'e 
arbitrium , & ideo naturam rerum mutare . ſubſtantialia units 
101 applicando alit, 3 de anllo poſſe al:quid facere, oF ſententtim 
gue nulla ef, facere aliquam : neceſſe qui et dicat, Cur ita [aru? 
po 'eenim ſppra jus diſpenſare , & de injuſtitia facere juſt:tiam, 
corrigendojura, & mutando:; dem:m plenitudinem ovtinere po» 
teſtatis 
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iſt; BY 1efat , By which it oppeats cxp; (ſly, that nonewt!] queſtion 
te WY 23 Occumenick Li; hop. Ard Since Peter was q eſtioned by 
It Wh thoſe men, it isevic'cnt, they did not ackn wiedgehim Occu. 
Li menick B:jhop. 

> Bellarmin,lib, 3, cap, 16. mentions this Argument , but 


0th not arfwer it, bir falls 12 4 digreſron, endeayori in2 tO 
prove. that Peter was not 1g1 r mnt of | hat myſtery, of thecalling 
of the Gentles befor 2 1hat viſion, Acts 10, but he ſeems expreſ- 
ly to contradict Sc:ipture, as appears toany having the uſe of 
rca/on, conſiderin; boc:: thatviſi mn , and alſo his ſpeech mee- 
ting W i '1Cor# eline, Ver, 2 24s 

Sap [cton'in Relect. Cs; troverf, 3. queſt, x, art. 3, andin 0s 
ther p! CES an(weis, Tha' ut s the aunty of 4 good Paſtor to ſhow 
bimls If ready, togivean .iccount of hs actions, to any who calls 
themin que; lion, 

Bur it is reply cd , Stap: 'eton {aith truth, 5nd Peter ſo in the 
ſame place : bur | et: k£5 NOT away the force of the Argument, 
ſince in the [0rc- Cit :d paſſrocs of the Canon Law, it is > forbid- 
cen by the Pop hiuſelf , to call what he doth in que(tion , ſince 

:eis bonn1 to givean account of nis ations ro No power earthly, 
the r ſpiritual 0: t mperal, | but only £9 G: d. 

The third Argument is almoſt like the ſecond , but more 

przling, It isthen {rom Galat, 2. 11, where the Apollle Paul 
+; rms.7 hat in Antiochia he r eſt; ited Peter to his face, for he was 
to beblamed which quite dc tr rOyS the Supremacy of Peter in 
tro particulars : Fir(t. that 47 w; th flamed endref ſte, Second- 
ly. That he: v.15 deſer*: eahreſi d. 15 ob) \&00 pu She Ro- 
m.n Doctors by the ea 'StO2e NCT ow toinfivertt: Fhems (t 
ne Mmuons among then cor (fs, 1 nur Pe wt in thofr w 0741S CX- 
prelly thought himſ f equal to Peter, ctherwiſe. he dirſt not 
have [p: hen them, S » Lombardius. o rieranms | (firms, Ti hat 
Parl in thcſe words, thought h/ m[clf greater then Porer, Tic 

o:her Doors anſiver variouſly. y 
Ani 
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andrinus, mentioned by Euſepins, biſt, lib. x, cap, 14. affitmy, 
That it was not Peter the Apoſtle, but az other Cephas, whows 
reprehended by Paul. But this opinion is ridiculous; for Pay! 
# comparing himſelf in thoſe words, to the chief of the Apuſily, 
oneof which was Peter: whereby ir is evident, that ic wa; Pe. 
ter the Apoſtle whom he reſiſted, and not an other Peter, and 
therefore this opinion is explode.l by Hieronymus , and other 
Fathers. 

The ſecond anſwer, is of Gregoriwe de Yalentia, Pighin, 
and Carerixe, following Chryſoſtemus, and Hieronymus, atfir- 
ming, That it was but a diſsimul.ition, and the reprehenſuon pro- 
ceeded from Paul, by pation between him and Peter : viz. That 
Peter (the Jews arriving ) ſhould leaverhe Gentiles, that Paul 
might have occaſion toreprehend him: And conſequently , the 
the Fews might be inſtruted of the calling of the Gentiles by 
Pauls reprehenſion. 

But it is anſwered , Fhis Argument is laught at by A»g#- 
ſtinus , as not becoming the gravity of Paul , who had ſworn 
before, that he lyed nat. 

Others affirm, That Petey erred not in faith , ( ſo Sander, 
and Stapleton ) but only inconver{ation. 

But it is anſwered, The leſs his error was by the ſaid repre- 
henfton , the leſs it appears he was Oecumenick Biſhop : for il 
he erred not in faith, no body ſhould have preſumed to reſiſt him, 
- s expreſly forbidden , by the fore-cited Canons of the Cane 

aw. 

Baronizs anſwers , That Peter erred not at all But it is faiſe, 


and gives the lye unto the Apoſtle Paul Me Was 
to beblamed, 4 poſtle Pay , who affirms, He 


Bellarmim anſwers another way ;vi7, That one may repre- 


hend another, —_—_ ſuperior in Authority , if it be done with 
TeVerence , as Paul did Peter here, He Cites Auguſtinus,epiſt.19 
9 


And firſt, Carerins and Pighiue , following Clemens Alex. | 
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to Hieronymus,and Gregorius Magnus , homil. 18, on Ezekiel, 


I ho expreſly afficms, That Peter was greater then Paul, aud y-t 
© he was reprebended by him. 


1, 


argument: Firſt, becauſe the queſtion is not, Whether Peter 
was greater thenPaul* But whether he was Oecumenick Bi. 
ſoope Bellarmin will not affirm, That an 0ecumenick Biſhop may 
 brreprehended, cllc he will not only contracict the Canon Lam, 
(as we ſhewed, and which they make of cqual authoricy with 
s, I theScripture ) but alſo himſclf, 1:b. 4. cap 5. de Pont. Rom, 
r- W where he affirms, That if the Pope command Vice, and forbid 
0. W Fertue, the Church is bound to believe that Vice u Veriue, and 
« WW Yertue Vice, Secondly, it expreſly appears by the words of 
ul WW Pani, Gal. 2. That he made himſelf equal to Peter, as is ac- 
1 © knowledged by the ordinar gloſs, Lombardus, Cajetanus: yea, 
1  Chryſoſtomn, after he hath gathered from the words of Paw, 
that he was cqual to Peter he adds, Ne dicam amplins, by 
. & which words, he thinks Paul was greater then Peter, Thicdly, 
# © The Doctrine of Paul was preferred to that of Peter, that of 
Peter being found diſſimulation, and that of Panl ſincere Chri. 

, @ [147 Dodtrine, 
It is needleſs to examine the anſwers of others, as of Szap- 
- I /tton and Eckins, yet we will mentiontwo other an{wers. The 
f I o:cof quires, the other of Cardinal Pool; that of Aquinas, 
and Bekins isalmoſt all one, wiz, They grant that Peter and 
+ WW Paul was alike, But they diſtinguiſh, 14a: Paul was equal to 
Peter inthe execution of authority , but not in authority of G9- 
vernrent, in execution? Autoritatw,nen in avtoritateregimings. 
Bur it is anſwered, This diſtintion of Thomas 15. a plain 
riddle: It would puzle Oedipes bimfelt. Iris ordinar with So- 
, IB phiſters to imitate that fiſh, called Sepia: when it is caught, it 
\ I vomits up a black humor like ink, to deceive the fiſhers : none 
| | <#aconceivethis diſtintion of Thomas _—_ contradiction, 


For 


But it is anſwered, That takes not away the force of the 
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For if P:ul were equal to Peter in the execution of Authqrity .F 
was equal alſo to him in the authority of Government , fine: 
the execution of Anthority is the AR flowing from the other 
or from the Authority of Government : it the ſame b: th. {8 


authority of both Petey and Paul 7 This cantradiRion is ineyi. 8 of 
table, bur if the Authority of Peter be greater then that f + "© 
Pant, he till contradicts himmſeif, in affirming Paul was 7 Bb 
to Peter in the execution of authority, no ſubordinat Ma. I t/ 
eiſtrat can be equal in the execution ot Authority to the Su. | ©* 
preme CAlagiſtrat, ; th 


Eckins diſtinguiſheth more to the purpoſe, viF. betweenthe MW ** 
Office of an Apoſtle in reaching and governing. Paul wasequil 
to Peter the firſt way, and therefore, he reprehended him, no: 1 ff 
the ſecond wav, | 7 

Bur it is replyed firſt , Albeit this diſtintion were granted, + '* 
it doth not take away the force of the Argument : whichcon- i i 
fiſts in this, whether Paul were greater or leſs then Peter? itis i ®! 
nothing to the purpoſe An 0ecwmenick Biſhop, accordingto t 
the Canon Law , oughtto be queſtioned by none: and fince < 


Paul queſtioned Peters ations, it is evident according tothe WU © 
dodrine of the Church of Rome, that Peter was not Oecume- t. 
nick Biſhop : neither is it of any moment , that the Canon Lav 
provides, that a Pope may be queſtioned for Hereſye - (ince thit 
{ort of queſtioning is antiquated by the Council of Florence, 
and the conſtant Practice of the Modern Church of Rome. 


either was the error of Peter an Hereſie , bur only an ation of 
iſs imulation, 

Secondly , the diſtinRion of it ſelf is contradifory for two 
reaſons, Firſt , becauſe Government of the Church pertain! td 
the office of an Apoſtle , all the Apoſtles having exerciſed all the 
parts of that Government, Secondly , this reprehenſion 
Pant was diretly in execution of the authority of Governmem 
becauſe Government comprehends reprehenſion of cranſgre 

: 0 
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ſors, oth in doQrine and manners, or ations. But in this 
aiticular, the ations of Petey werereprehended by P xl. 
Cardinal Pool, a very Learncd man, retorts the Argument, 
| lib. 2. dennitate Eccleſie , where he affirms , This reprehenſeon 
$ of Peter by Paul, concludes Peter to be Oecumenich Bijbop : but 
| he tells not how ? Baronize ( it ſeems) explains him, anno 5 3» 
* nun, 46. theargument is very pretty, w/F, They who followed 
' the example of Peter Fudaigjng. p oferved it to thedecree of the 
| Conncil of Jeruſalem. Ergo, they belreved his authority was above 
* that of the Council, andof Paul ; yea Barnabas himſelf followed 
> Peter before either the Council or Paul, | 
1 But it is anſwered (roomit that it is not certain , whether 
x @&. this difimulation of Peters was kefore or atter the Council of 
* Teruſalem) Baronius had reaſoned far better thus, Paul prefer- 
4 | 1:4 the decree of the Conncil to the fat# of Peter, reprehending 
n | 7eter in ha face, Ergo; Peter was not Oecumenick Biſhop, For 
is WM albeit thoſe FudaiJing had preferred the example of Peterta 
_ the decree of the Council: it doth not follov/ , that Peter was 
> i above 4 Council , except they had rightly —_—_ the example 
of Peter to the decree of the Council, And this muchof the car- 
tiage of Peter, and his Inſtitution, We have omitted hitherto 
| nothing of moment , pretended by cither fide , aſſaulting, or 
| afſerting the Supremacy of Peter from his Inſtitution, Prero- 
eatives and Carrriage, It remains only now to diſput the Su+ 
premacy of Peter , pro and contre, by teſtimonies of Fathers. 
And firſt we will examin the teſtimonies of Bellarmin, cap. 19, 
& 20. where he uſeth many repetitions, ( according to his cu- 
ſtom) of teſtimonies diſputed already. In the next place we 
will.cxamiae teſtimonies of Fathers pretended by Proteſtants, 


cap, 21, and with them abſolve this diſput ofthe Supremacy of 
Peter, 
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CHAP, XIX, 


Teſtimonies of Fathers examined , ſeeming to prove the au- 
thority of Peter over the Church, 


Itherto our adverſaries have diſputed the ſupremacy of 
H Peter tro his inſtitution, prerogatives and carriage, 
now they endeavour, to prove it by teſtimonies of 
Fathers, from which they muſter up an army of Teſtimonies, 
in number 24, which Bellarmine afhirms to be the Oracles 
of the 24 Elders in the Revelation, and that nothing can 
be anſwered to thoſe teſtimonies , except that anſwer of 
Luther and Calvin to the teſtimonies of Leo, ( viz, ) that they 
were men , and conſequently might erre : but it will appear, 
by the Proteſtants an{wers, that theſe teſtimonies are not ſo 
invincible, All thoſe teſtimonies may be reduced to two 
general Claſſes, the firſt is, in which Peter is compared with 
the whole Church z the ſecond, wherein he is compared with 
the other Apoſtles : the fiiſt Ulaſle again is ſubdivided in 
ſeveral ſorts, according to the diverſity of attributes given 
to Peter. 

The firſt kind, are thoſe teſtimonies wherein Chriſt Gaith 
to Peter, upon this Rock, &c, feed my Sheep , I will give to 
tiee the Keys, &c. which is the third time that Bellarmine 
hath repeated them; and theretore it is ſufficient to anſwer, 
as betore, that nothing was given peculiar to Peter ; as was 
not only aſſerted by thoſe Fathers mentioned by Bellar- 
_ as Origen and otheis , but likewayes proved by 
them, 

The ſecond fort are of thoſeFathers affirming,that the care of 
the whole Church was committed toPeter,whichhe proves by the 
reſt monies of Chryſoſtomus, in his his 55, Homile apon 


Matthew, whete Peter is called Paſtor Eccleſia, Paſtor of the 
Aa Church* 
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Church : and likewayes of Maximus ſermon 3, de Apoſtulir, 
of Gregorins, lib, 4, epiſt, 32, who both affhum , that the ewe 
of the whole Church was comm:tted to Peter, 

Put it is an{wered, ſo was it to all the Apoſtles in thoſe 
words, Go and teach all Nations, Maith, 28, 2. Chryſoftoma 
in m2ny = afiims, that Paul had a care ot the whole 
World, that he had orbis prefefturam, Homilia 22,10 1, Cor, 
And likewayes, that all the Apoſtles had the care of the 
whole Church , Hom, 87. upon Fohn : he likewayes atſi;ms, 
that Timothy governed the whole: World , Hom, 1. tothe 
p*ople of Antioch; and likewayes that Timothy took upon 

im prefeiFuram totius orbis,0rat, 6. againſt the Jews: whereby 
itappears, that by Peters having care of the whole Church, bes 
not proved to be cecumenick Biſhop , fince others had the 
ſame care of the whole Church, Nevertheleſle , Bellirmine 
uſeth rwochears, the fiſt is in citing Chryſoſftomus , calling 
Peter Paſtor of the whole Church, whereas the Greek imports 
only he ereffed his mind, and mad: him Paſtor : his ſecond 
cheatis, in citing Gre2orius , as if his meaning were, that 
Petey.was cecumenick Biſhop, becauſe the cate of the whole 


, Church was committed to him , whereas it is notorious, that 


Gregorius in thoſe words, is diſputing againſt an oecumenick 
Biſhop, amongſt other reaſons he brings for one, altho:gh 
the care of the whole Church was committed to Peter , yet he 
was not univerſal Apoſtle ; which laſt words Bellarmine {raus 
Culently (upreſſeth, 

The third rank of teſtimonies are thoſe, calling Perer head 
of the Church : as of Chryſoſtomus , Hom, 55. on: Matth, of 
Cyprianus ad Fubaianum z of Auzuſtine , ſermon 125, detem- 
pore; of Hugo Ethereanns, lib, 3, againſt the Grecians, 

, Bur it is anſwered , firſt, that thoſe teſtimonies prove 

nothing - as for Cyprianus, he is not ſpeaking of Peter atall; 
his words are only Eccleſie unius caput, & radicem _— 
taar 


I 4 
lis z 
ue 
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thatis, w2 abide in the unit of the Church, which is ont, and 
head of the faithful : Bur of this teſtimony , more hereafter - 
It is ſufficient to tell tor the preſent, that Pamelins ( who 
u(eth tocatch the leaſt advantages for the ſupremacy of Peter) 
in his Annotations upon thole words of Cyprian , mentions 
nothing to that purpoſe; as for Chryſoftomus , he calls not 
Peter head of the Church at all , it is only Trapizuntius who 
tranſlates him unftaithtully : as for Auguſtinus, thoſe books 
de tempore, no leatned man will afhrm to be his, for two 
reaſons, the firſt is, becauſe he calls Peter the foundation, 
not only of the Church , bur alſo of the Faith , which is far 
from Auzuſtizus mind, who interprets the Rock or Founda- 
tion , not tobe Peter, at all , for which Belarmine and others 
tax him of ignorance, as we (aid before, The ſecond reaſon 
is , becauſe he calls Peters denying of Chriſt, Zxiguum 
peccatum , a {mall fin, but non aggravares it more then Augu- 


ſtinus : as for Hugo Ethereanas , he lived but of late in the 


eweltth Age, according to Bellarmine, but in the fifteenth 
according to others z and therefore , his teſtimony can no 
more be regarded by the Proteſtants, then the teſtimony of 
Luther and Calvin by Bellarmine. 

Secondly, albeit Peter were proved to be head of the Church 
by thoſe teſtimonies, it doth not prove that he was @cume- 
nick Biſhop z becauſe others beſide Peter , are alſo called 
heads of the Church by the Fathers z Martyrius is called 
Preſes and head of the Church, epiſt, 1, incert, Patriarch, in 
corpore juris greco Romani Athanaſius is called head of all men, 
by Baſilins , epiſt, 52. Panl is called head of nations , by 
Gregorins, 1, in his tou'th book upon Kizgs 1, James and 
Tohn are likewiſe called heads by Chryſoftomus, in his 26, Ho- 
mile upon the Aﬀs: yea,all Paſtors ans DoRars are called heads 
by Gregorius ſecond 8 ſhop of Rome, in h:s Ep ſtle to * ermanus 
ot Conſtantinople , inthe ſecond Synod of Neice, By which 
Aa 2 teſtt+ 
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teſtimonies it appears , that the words Capur or bud 
infers not an cecumenick Biſhop , bur either a primacy of 
order, or rather eminency in gifts, and fo it is taken by 
Pazal.1 Cor, 12, 

The fourth rank of teſtimonies are thoſe , tiling Peg 
Biſhop of the Chriſtians , Chriſtianorum Pontifex primu; : 
for which, Bel/armine produceth Euſcbius in his Chray, 
anno, 44, 

But it is anſwered, fiſt, that there are no ſuch words 
in the Greek text of Eu[ebras, reſtored by Scaliger, Second. 
ly, although it were proved by E«ſebins , it doth not conclude 
that Peter was cecumenick Biſhop, becauſe it appears that 
Cyprianns ( epiſt 69. ) when he was demanded to have him 
Martyred, was called Epiſcopus Chriſt ianorum , Biſhop of the 
Chriftians, but ( faith BeLarmine ) Peter was called by 
Euſebius , firſt Biſhop of the Chriſtians, but not lo Cy- 
prianus, Bur, ( ſay the proteſtants) the word Firſt , im- 
ports only a priority of order , dignity or time, and not of 
juriſdition; many of the Fathers gave to Perey that title of 
Firſt , or primus , becauſe they believed that he was firſt 
ordained Apoſtle, ſo Cyprianss, &c, 

The fith rank of teſt. monies are thoſe , affirming that 

there is Una Cathedra , &c, one Chair of Peter : which mas 
placed at Rome ; :1n which Chair , Unity was preſerved by all, 
neither did the reſt of the —_ conſtitute any other Chairs 
againſt that one Chair in which Peter ſat firſf: To whom 
ucceeded Linus, &c, Optatus , lib. 2, againſt Parmenianus; 
in which words ( faith Bellarmine ) ye have the Chair of Pe- 
ter and bis ſucceſſors, called the Chair of the whole Church, 
which infers , that according to Optatus , Peter was ecume- 
nick Bilhop, 

But it is anſwered , that Optatus in thoſe words, is dil- 
puting againſt the Donatiſts , who had ſet up a Biſhop of 
their 
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their own fation at Rome , in oppolition to the trne Bi. 
« ſhop : Which 0ptatus reprehencs , Becauſe ( faith he ) 
& there is but one Chair at Rowe tounded by Perer , in 
& which fiiſt himſelf ſat, and then his ſucceſſors; in which 
& place , ( vis, ) Rome , none of the other Apoſtles did cons 
* t:tute another Chair , much lefle ye ought to ſet an- 
& other Biſhop in that Chair , in oppoſition to the ſucce(- 
& ſors of Peter, That this is his meaning ( viz, ) that he 
ſpeaks ot the particular Church of Rome , and not of the 
univerſal Chuich , is evident , becauſe otherwayes it were 
notoriouſly falſe which he affirms , that no Chair was con- 
ſtituted by the other Apoſtles : For James did conſtitute a Church 
at Jeruſalem,and John or Epheſus, &c. 

The fixth rank , ae the teſtimonies affirming Petey to 
be Magiſter Eccleſie , a Maſter of the Church , likewayes, 
that the Church is called, Ecleſia Petri, Ambroſius , Ser- 
mon 11, 

It is anſwered , firſt , that not only Eraſmus , but alſo 
Coſterus ( aſtif mointainer of the Pope ) denyes Ambroſins 
to be the Author of thole Se:mons, 2, Although he were, 
it imports not much tor calling ”eter 'a+ Maſter of the Church, 
he calls him no other thing: thenan Apcſtle , For all A- 
poſtles governed the whole Chu:ch , or wee Paſtors of the 
whole Church:, as we ſaid betore, 3, Wheteas we (2id 
another calleth the Chucch , rhe Church of Peter, he 
ſpeaks very improperly z ſuch kind of (peaking is not tound 
in Scripture , or in Fathers : perhaps his meaning is, that 
it is « 1 Church of Peter , becaute it was the Church in 
which Peter taught , and in that (enſe ic may becalled the 
Church ot Paul alſo , or of any other of the Apoſtles, al- 
though properly the Church is only the Chuich ot Chriſt, and 
of none other, 

The ſeventh rank is |, of teſtimonies preferring the T a 
© 


—QJ 
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of Peter to-other Chairs, Auguſtinus , de Baptiſmo, lib, x, 
It is anſwered , Auguſtins words are, Quis neſcit , Apſty. 
latus principatum cnilibet Epiſcopatui ape + ' Wh 
js ionorant , that the Principality fo the Apoſtlehip 1s to þ 
preferred to any Biſboprick ? In which words , 1t cannot be 
conjeured what Be//armine can gathertor the Supremacy of 
Peter ? Auguſtine intheſe words , is compating Cyprian with 
Peter in one reſpeR , . he preters Peter to Cyprian , becauſe 
( faith he ) the principality of the Apoſtleſtip is to be pre- 
ferred to any Biſboprick , or Peter , becanſe an Apoſt is 
co be preferred to Cyprian , who is only.a Biſhop, Butin 
the words following , he ſaith , CA/beit their Chairs be 
wnequal , yet the glory of both the Martyrs is the ſame , in 
which-words he ſeeins in a m1nner equal.co Petey, 

Eighthly, Refarmine cites a teitimony from the Theſax- 
rus of Cyrullus for .the Supremacy of Peter, ( wiz, ) Tha 
Chriſt got the Scepter of the Church of the Gentiles from 
God, -which he gave unto Peter and unto his ſucceſſors only , and 
anto none other, 

Bur it is anſwered , that the teſtimony is ſuppoſititious 
an? forged , being not fqund at all in any Edition of that 
Book : It is only mentioned by Thomas Aquinas, in "puſ- 
culo, contra Grecos , in his little Book he wrote againſt the 
G:cians , and ſome think he forged it : but Thomes was 1 
moſt holy man , and it is more like he was abuſed by ſome 
others, ; 

Ninthly , Bellarmine cites ſome teſtimonies from Berns- 
dus and others , who lived atter the fixth Century ; but 

thole teſtimonies , eſpecially. of the Latines , who lived 2t 
that time , cannot be regarded , becauſe they lived after 
that time in which Bonrfacins 3, was ordained cecumenick 
Biſhop by Phocas : Such teſtimonies for the Supremocy of 
Peter , can have no more force , thea the teſtimonies of 
Bellarmint 


Book 2. Of the Biſhoprick of Peter. 193 


1 
2 Bellarmine or Parronius , or any other Noor of the Church 
fo. ot Rome, F | : 

Why Tenthly , hecites the teſtimonies of Zeo , an® the other 
be Biſhops 0! Rome , but neither can thoſe be regarded , becauſe 
be they livedatter the time in which the Biſhop of Zome, and the 
of Pattiarch of Conſtantinople contended tor the' primacy, It 
th Bellarmine will not believe the Proteſtants , that thoſe 
uſe teſtimon.es are of no moment , let him conſider what is 


ſaid by cAnteas Sylvims.( lometimes Pope himfelt ) who in 


1142 

n his faſt Comena, upon the Councill of Baſil , hath theſe 

tin words , Thoſe miſerable men are not aware , that thoſe teſti- 

7 monies which they 0 magnify , are either ( ipſorum ſum-- 

'in morum , _— Fimbrias ſuas extendentium) CAre 
either of Popes themſelves enlarging their authority , or elſeof 

(aw- their flatterers, 

1” Bellarmines eleventh teſtimony , is taken from' Eu ſebj- 

_ ws Ceſarienſis , lib, 2, hiſt, cap, 14, who affirms, Peter 

and Ss, YyurdiG 18 Oils vpervyds, Captain of the Militia 
of God, In which teſtimony ., he triumphs as if he had 


found out the whole buſianefle , What elſe (: faith he) can 


$ 
rea be the meaning of Eulebius , then that Peter is bead of the Church 
puſ- Militant? 
the But it is anſwered , firſt , that Be/armine ( following 


the verſion of Chriſtopherſon ) cites Euſebius fraudulently, 
whole words are not-, fFperryia 773: Of, but 3s die Tix yore 
raid 7% CIs rparry ts. Thatis., Not Captain of the Mili- 
tia of God [ſimp'y. ] But ,. as one of the Captains Cf the 


ro Militia of God, Secondly » Tſrdorns Peluſiota, ub, 3, epiſft, 
dat 25. gives the ſame Epithet to Pas! , calling 1m a molt ge- 
frer nerous and valiant Captain, ywva7ey 7pern ; by, and conſequently, 
ek Bellirmine triumphs beiote the Victory, fince thor reſti- 
y of [Y mony of Euebius concludes Peter no more to be cecumenick 

IJ B:iibop , then that of 1ſidorus , Paul, Aud this much of 


thoie 
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thoſe teſtimouies cited by Bel/armine , for proving theSupre. 
macy of Peter over the Church , which was the fi 
Claſle, 


CHAP.,XX, 


- 


Teſtimonies of Fathers , prong the CAuthority of Peter ov 
the Apoſtles, 


He ſecond Claſſe of teſtimonies, conſiſts of thoſe, 
roving the Supremacy of Petey over the Apoſtles, 
jm which Bellarmine Cites Cyprian , epiſt, 71, but 
he ſets not down the words of Cyprian, but only ſumms them 
thus , When Paul reprehended Peter , Peter' did not an- 
ſwer z 1 have the primacy , ye moſt ob'y me , anduitt ! 
9ou: Ergo , ſaith Bellarmine , according to Cyprian , Peter had 
the primacy overPaul, 
ut it is anſwered , that this Logick is very ſtrange, 
becauſe Cyprian afhirms , that Peter did not ſay unto Paul, 
I have the primacy ; Ergo , according to Cyprian , Peter 
had the Supremacy, It would ſeem rather by theſe words, 
that Cyprian thought Peter had not the Supremacy, The 
words of Cyprian ( which Bellarmine ſuppreſſeth ) are, 
Nec Petrus wvendicavit fibi , aliquid inſolenter aut ar 
roganter aſſumpſit , ut diceret ſe primatum tenere, &Cc, 
That is , Peter being reprehended by Pau/, did not 
take any thing to himſelt inſolently or arrogantly , as to 
ſay, he had the primacy , from which words of Cyprian, it 
followes rather , that it Peter had ſaid to Paw/, he had th: 
primacy , he had been arrogant and inſolent 5 and conle- 
quently it appears rather that Cypriay , in theſe words, de 
nyeth Perer to have the Suprem:cy : It ſeems Pamelins un- 
derſtands him ſo , for he anſwers ( in his Annotations = 
eaat F 
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that place ) this very paſſage of Cyprian, as an objeQtion 
againſt the Supremacy ot Petey, 

.In the next place , Be/larmine brings a number of very ſpe- 
cious teſtimonies. , to prove the Supremacy of Peter over the 
other Apoſtles, as that Baſilius affirms , he was prefer- 
red to the other Apoſtles ; Nazianzenus , That the other Apoſt- 
les were inferiour to him , Epiphanius , that he was Captain 
of the Apoſtles  Cyrillus Hierofolym , that he was prince of 
the Apoſtles , Cyrillus ,  Allexand. *.That he was - Prince. 
and head of the reſt ; Theophyl, Prince of the diſciples , Oe- 
cumenius, he obtatned the precedency of the other _ Hie- 
ronymus , he was choſen head of the twelve ,' that occaſion of 
Schiſme might be removed : The: Author of the queſtion 
upon the Old and New Teſtament , placed amongſt the 
works of Augnſtinus , he was made their head, that be might be 
Paſtor of the _ of Chriſt, 

Thoſe teſtimonies in effe& , at the firſt veiw., ſeem to he of 
moment, but well confidered do not prove at all , that Peter 
had any juriſdition over the other Apoſtles, or that he was 
their cecumenick Biſhop, for two very relevant reaſons, The 
firſt is , becauſe thoſe very Epithets are given by the Fathers, 
yea by Paul himſelf to other Apoſtles , befide Peter, But 
ſince thoſe Appellations doth not prove thoſe other Apoſtles 
cecumenick Biſhops ; no more can they prove Peter to be 
ſuch, That thoſe Titles were given to others beſide Perer, is 
proved by thoſe following teſtimonies, 

Paul in the Galatians , calls Fames and Fohy Pillars, ss 
well as Peter 5 whereby it appears , he makes them equal 
with Peter: Enſebius Emiſſenus, Homiliain Natal, Petgi 
& 'auli , calls Pal and Andrew Princes of the Apoſtles, Ruf 
fings, lib, 2, cap, 1, hiſt. calls Tames Prince of the Apoſtles, 
Chryſofom in Galat, 2, calls Paul , Prince of the Apoſtles 
Prudentius calls Peter and Paul Princes of the Apoſtles, Laſt. 

B b 


ly 
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ly , thoſe very Fathers who give thoſe elegies to Peter, af. 
r Ba that the Church was built on a!l the Apoſtles, 25 well 
2s Peter ; and ſome of them cxpreſly gives the chief of them 
( as head ) ( or Capet) to others. befide Peter , as Baſiling 
which we mentioned before, | l 

The ſecond reaſon wherefore thoſe titles ( of head , or 
Prince ) prove not any jurild'Qion. of Peter over the other 
Apoſtles, is very relevant, and is- this ( vis. ) the princi. 
pals of the Fathers expreſly af. m, that Peter had no jurif. 
di&ion over the other Apoſtles, Origenes , the Apoſtles wr 
Kings, and Chriſt, ( not Peter ) King of Kings, Cyprianys 
de unitate eccleſiz, Chriſt after his reſerreton , 2ave 4 like 
power unto, all the Apeſtles : and a little after , what oy 
Peter was. , the other Apoſiles were the ſame, and had equal 
fellowſhip with him , both in haxour ard power: Chryſoftoms, 
in Galat, 2; Paul needed not the teſ{imony of Peter ; he wy 
equal to him in honour , I will ſay no more whereby it is 
evident, in his. opinion, Pas! was more honourable then 
Peter, Likewayes, Hom, 66, 1n Matth, None gotth before 
Paul, neither doth any doubt of it , Hieronymus, Galat, 2, pata- 
phraſing on Pauls words , faith, 7 am nothing inferiour to 
Peter, we are both placed in the mimftry by the ſame per- 
ſon, (viz. ) Chriſt, Likewayes, 4i6, r, againſt Toviniay, 
the Church is fourded upon all the Apoſiles equally, all of them 
got the keys of the Kingdom of heaven alike, Auguſt.nus, 
epift, $6,Peter and the other diſciples lived in concord togethery 
where obſerve, Peter is called condiſciple viith the teſt, 
Gregorius fiſt Biſhop of Reme , himfel t diſputing againſt 
an cecumenick Biſhop , /:b, 4, epiſt, 32, amongſt the 
other reaſons, brings this for one , alrhou9s the care of the 
whole Church was committed to Peter , yer Peter was not acu- 
menick or univerſal Apoſtle, Other teſtimonies might be 
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heaped to this purpoſe, as of Ambroſius, in1 Cor,12, and 
Gal, 2, and likewayes of Primaſins , my ns , and the 
rd1nar Gloſſe, who all ot them aſhrm the ſame upon Gal, 2, 
And thus it is proved by two unan(werable reaſons, that by 
thoſe titles of Head and Prince , Peter 1s not cecumenick Bi- 
ſhop, Ot that title ot head, we ſpake betore, that it was gl- 
ven unto others, as well as unto Peter, and now have proved 
the ſame ot the title of Prince, It ye ask then, what is the 
meaning of thoſe expreſſions of the Fathers , calling Peter 
Prince and Head of the Church or Apoſtles? It isanſwered, 
the word Head or Prince may import a threefold Primacy, * 
1, of JuriſdiRtion, and in that ſenſe, none but Chriſt is called 
head or prince of the Church, 2, A primacy of Order with- 
out Juriſdition, as when any of the ſame Colledge chooſerh 
one to be their Head ,, as Deacons chooſing an Arch-deacon, 
who hath only primacy of Order,and not of Juriſdition 3, A 
primacy of gitts or graces; ſo the title head is taken 1 Cor, 12, 
ſoalſo Paul and Fames, &c, are called heads and Princes of 
the Apoſtles by the Fathers, as we ſaid betore , becauſe they 
had eminent gitts, So Yomer and Firgilius are called Princes 
ot the Poets, Cicero and Demoſthenes , Coriphei oratorum ; 
and Plato and Ariſtotle, Philoſophorum principes So Nicodemus 
was called Prince of the Jews, by Cyr:{us and Polycarprs, 
Biſhop of Smyrna , Prince of Aſs by Hieronymus, The 
meaning of the Fithers then, giving to Petey thoſe titles of 
head, or prince, is notof the fi:ſt ſort of primacy , as was 
demonſtrated, bur only of the ſecond an4 third fort of pri- 
macy , that is, by reaſon of his eminent gitts , in which 
others allo excelled, as Pax! and Johz, bur eſpecially and 
cheifly bec:uſe he was eldeſt Apoſtle, and firſt called ro chat 
funQion : ſome think Andrew was called before him, bur 
however, Peter had the priority of dignityz in what lene, 
D 2 It 
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it imports not much , ſo it.was not priority of JuriſdiQion: 
which that it was. not, was now proved by uuanſwerable 
teſtimonies of the Fathers, 


CHAP, XXL 


Some teſtimonies of Fathers , diſproving the ſupremacy if 
: Peter vindicated, 


FN the former Chapters were anſwered , thoſe teſtimonies 
of Fathers alleged by Bellarmine, to prove the (upre- 
| macy of Peter over the Church, cap, 19, and over the 
other Apoſtles, cap. 20, in anſwering which teſtimonies, 
we proved, by oppoſing reſtimon'es to teſtimonies, that the 
meaning of thoſe Fathers was nothing lefle, then that Peter 
was Monarch of the Church , wh:xch we proved by two ſort 
of teſtimonies ; fiſt , by thoſe in which the ſame things 
were ſaid of others beſide Peter, by which they ende:voured 
to prove his ſupremacy , ſuch as head if the Church , prince of 
ihe Apoſtles, &c, The ſecond ſort was of thoſe, expreſly 
denying that Peter had any ſuperiority above the other 
Apoſtles, of which kind we alledged many, In this Chap- 
ter , we will vindicate the faid teſtimonies from the ex- 
ceptions of our Adverſaries z and becauſe their anſwers to 
them all, are almoſt the ſame with thoſe which they make 
unto a certain paſſage of Cyprian , and an other of Hieronymu: 
ve will vindicat both: thoſe paſſages from their ſophiſt.y, 
which are in effe& two notable ones, 

The firſt teſtimony is of Cyprianus , de wnitat: eccleſs, 
Hoc erant mtique & cteri Apoſtols , quod Vetrus, pari conſoriio 
prediti, & honoris, & poteſtati:: That is , What ever Peter 
was, the other Apoſtles were the [ame , indued with alike ftt- 
lowſhip of honour and powers This 
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This is a. notable paſſage, in which Cyprianss is expreſly 
diſputing againſt the (upremacy of Petey ; tor firſt, he affirms, 
all the Apoſtles were the ſame , which Peter was, and leaſt 
any ſhou'd think that his meaning is only, that they were 
all Apoſtles o: tellows, he adds, Pari coxſortio, they were 
of alike tellowſh:p , ſince it might be objeRed , that in- 
equality might be amongſt thoſe of the ſame fellowſhip; and 
our Adverſarics ordinarily diſtingu:ſh berween order and juriſ- 
diftion, as it the other Apoſtles were interiour to Petey in 
juriſdiftion , he adds, they were alike fellows in honour 
and power ; that is|, they had all alike juriſdition with 
Peter, This place of Cyprian puts our Adverſaries to their 
witts end; they elude it two wayes, they who have any 
ſhame by ſophiftry , others more impudente by forgery, we 
will examine their ſophiſtry in this Chapter , reſerving 
their forgery untill the laſt Chapter of the. ſeco.: 
Book, | 

Pamelius objedts , that the Book of Manutins , and of Cam- 
bron hath thole words of Cyprian otherwayes , viz, atter the 
words of Cyprian, which we cited, follow thote, Sed primatus 
Petro datwr , ut una Eccleſia, & Cathedra una monſtretur : 
T hat is, But the primacy is given to o_ that it might appear 
there is only one Charch , ava one Chai), 

But it is anſwered , albeir it might be defended , that 
thoſe words make not much tor the ſupremacy of Petey in 
Furiſdition , but only in dignity and order, it ſhall be de- 
monſtrated , that Manutins added thoſe words to the text of 
Cyprian, by the command ot Cardinal 3aromens , againſt 
the Faith of all the ancient Copies ot Cyprian , both printed 
and Manuſcripts, {ib, 2,cap. uit, 

Agricola his gloſſe, fince it-depen is upon thoſe forged 
words, PrimatusPetro datur,is not wo: th the ap{woring: Hayus, 
« Bozins,Turrienys anſwer thus : Its tzus (fy they) chat rhe 


Apoſties 
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« Apoſtles were all of a like power before Peter was ordained 
© Monarch of the Churc by Chriſt, viz, betore he ſaid tohim, 
'* tw es Petrus,and this is the meaning of Cyprian; Rozius adds, 
© thatthis place of Cypr:4» exprefly makes tor the tupre. 
& macy of Peter, becauſe Cyprian affirms in the (ame place, 
** that the equality of the Apoſtles was taken away by 
* thoſe words, Paſce oves meas z atter which words that 
© equality of 'ower ceaſed, 

All this is ſoph ſtry , and firſt Bozizs lyeth notoriouſly , 
Cyprian affirmeth no ſuch thing, as that the equility of the 
Apoſtles ceaſed after thoſe words , Paſce oves meas , finceit 
is the mind ot Cyprian, that the equality of the Apoſtles wi, 
or conſiſted in teeding the lack of Chriſt , for fe expreſly 
affirms in che ſame place , that the equality of the Apoſtles 
was ordained after the reſurretion ; for immediatly before 
W2-vſe words wecited , he affirmeth, Chriſtus Apoſtolus omni- 
Vas . po reſurrefionem ſuam , parem poteſtatcm tribuit : and 
therefore, it is falſe thatatter thoſe words , Pa'ce oves meas, 
the equality of the Apoſtles was taken away, Befarmine 
uſeth another diſtintion, /7b, 1, cap, 12, viz, that all the 
Apoſtles had alike authority over the Chu:ch , but they 
were not of alike authoyty amongſt themſelves, This is the 
anſwer alſo of Coſterys, encherid. cap. 3. 

Bur it is anſwered , this gloſſe of BeCarmines is very ſtrange; 
firſt , how can Peter be cecumenick Biſhop , if the other 
Apoſtles had alike Authoricy over the Chutch with him * for, 

the Biſhop of Rome queſtionle(s will nor affirm , that any 
other Biſhop has as much Authority over the Church , as he 
hath, Secondly,though this diſtinRtion were granted, it takes 
not away the torce of the teſtimony , for diſparity of per- 
ſons, doth nor infer a diſprity of Authority alike in them 
all, but only that the Authority is more eminent in dignity 
in ſume, thenin others, Thirdly ,whereas Bellarmine grants, 


that 


Book 1. Of the Biſhoprick of Peter. 201 


thar they were all alike Apoſtles , but the funRion of an 
Apoſtle is the higheſt degree in the Church z Zrgo, it they 
weieequal to |\im in the Apoſtleſhip, they were equal ro him 
in the higheſt Eccleſiaſtical tunt'on, As for that diſtinction 


: of Bellur mines , That that equality of the Apoſtles with Peter 
y was extra rdinar , and not derived totheir ſucceſſors as the Au» 
Y WW # or:ty of Peter, who was ordinar Paſtor , and whoſe Authority 
t was derived to his Suceeſſors,we proved before,that it wasa fiti- 

on of B-{armines wn invention, not known to the Ancients, 
; Sanderns , lib, 6, cap. 4, ot his Monarchy , hath another 
e W ciſtintion , 4s, that albeit all the Apoſtles were of equal 


it WF Authotity over C hriſtians , yer the Original of that Anthori- 


, WW ty was trom Perer, although as to the execution , it wasalike 
y Þ in themall, 

2 Bur it is anſwered fi:ſt , this diſtinRion is preſſed with the 
e -me difficulties , with which thoſe of Bellarmines was itisa 
b- flar contradiction , toafhimany to be equal in the execution 
1d of that Authority, with thoſe from whom they have it - yea 
i” LeoB (hop of Reme complained heavily,that the Biſhop ofCon. 
”e ſtantinoplewas made equal to him as eo che EXecution ot it. I his 
ie d.ftintion of Sarderns leans on a falle foundation, wiz. that the 


ey reſt of the Apoſtles hid their Authority fremPeter: which expre fy 
he contradicts Cyprian, who afh:ms, they had it from Chriſt, and 
Paul , 2, Cor, 5, profeſleth, he was ar» A mbaſſadour from 


0 ( briſt , or in the name of Chriſt,, And Francijcus de vitto- 
oe ria ( as we ſhewed betore ) expreſly diſputs, that all rhe 
up Apefiles had their Authority immediatly from Chriſt , and tax- 
ny eth the glotſe on Cyprian , making ule ot ths C1RinRion of 
he Sanderus , againſt the mind of Cyprian: However, it may be 
ces pranted , that Peter was the fiſt in Dignity , alchough the 
hy other Apoſtles wee «qual to him in Author:ty, | 

em Stapleton, lib, 6 cap, 7,1 princepis . uſeth a threefold d* 


ity KiaRion, che fiiſt is, thatall the Apoſtles were ot alike p. w+ 
ts, X 
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er 2$ Apoſtles, but not as Biſhops z Bur thar diſtin&ion was 
exploded before, cap, 16, The ſecond diſtinRion is, quo 
ad amplitudinem, rerum gerundarum, [id non'quo ad gm 
tem in ordine gerendi : that 1s in effte& the ſame diſtin&tion 
with that of Bellarmine, now mentioned , and therefore it 
needs no other anſwer , fince it imports no other thing , then 
that the equality of the Apoſties power was relative to the 
Church , bur their inequality conſiſted in-their relation cg 
Peter, His third d.ſtinion is , that Petey had power of Go« 
vernment above the. other Apoſtles : but according 
to the execution of that Power , all the Apoſtles were 
alike with him:Bur that diſtin&ion , is lIikewayescontradictio- 
ry , - 88: we ſhewed before, and this much of Cyprian, 

The ſecond teſtimony, is of Hieronymus , lib, 1, in F+- 
vinianum, y t dicis, ſuper Petrum ſundatur eccleſis: licet id ip- 
ſum alio loco , ſuper omnes CApoſtolos fiat , & ex equo [uper eos 
eccleſie fortitudo ſolidetur: but you affirm , that the Church 
is founded upon Peter , although the ſame be dont in anather 
place npon all the Apoſtles, viz, that the Church is buildta 
ufon them all alike ,, which glofleof Hieronymus , quite ce- 
ſtroyes that argument of Peters Supremacy , wiz, that he 
was the only Rock among all the Apoſtles , upon which the 
Church was builded, 

Bellarmine anſwers , that Hieronwymus explains himſelf in 
the ſame place , where heaffirms , one was choſen among the 
ewelve ; that a head being conſtitute, occaſion of Schiſmm.ght 
be taken away , &c, 

But it is replyed , Cardina! Cauſanus ſees no ſuch glols 
in theſe words of Hzeronymus , as we ſhewed before, cap, 19, 
where he affirms, that nothing peculiar was promiſed to Pe- 
ter, in theſe words twes Petrus , and proves it by this teſti- 
mony of Hieronymus , that the Church was builded alike upon 
all the Apoſtles, and in what ſence Petey is called head by 

Hieronym"?, 
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Hieronymus , Was (hewed before, cap. 20, for it is ce:tain, that 
Hieronyns, by calling Peter head ot the twelve, doth not 
mean Peter had jurifdift.on over therelt ; otherwayes he would 
expretly contrad;& himſelt, in this ſame place z he calls him 
heaa theretore inthe tame (enie, that others are called heads, 
which we mentioned, cap, 20, 

Eut Bellarmine inſtinces, that he was made head of the 
tweive , that ſchrſme might be takan away, Burt it is replyec, 
that was betore they were {cnt by Chriſt to preach the Goſpel : 
but Cyprian and Hieronymus ſeems to be of that opinon, that 
Peter was head of the twelve, as the Apoſtles were a private 
Company or Congregation, bur atter the reſurrection , that 
zuthority ceaſed , when our Saviour commiſfionated them at! 
alike to preach the Go.pel through che world with equal au- 
thority, 

And this much of that famous Diſpute of the ſupremacy of 
Peter, in which we have fiſhed all whar is of any moment from 
that immenſe Ocean of Ant:quity, either to affaulr ir, or affere 
itz by which it appears, to any indiff-zrent Reader,upon what a 
weaktoundation the Faith oft the Modern Church of Rome is 
built yg VIZ, the ſupremacy of Peter, or that Petr wis wcume- 
wick Biſhop : which was a conceit that the Ancients cid not 
cream ot, before the fitth Age atter the Council of Chalcedon, 
when that contention aroſe between the Biſhops of Re? and 
Conſtantinople tor the primacy. Before the time of Zeo fi it, 
the Biſhops of Rome and Leo himlelt pleaded a prior ty in Cige 
nity by Ads of Councils, but ſuccumoins in that, Leo was the 
fh:{t that deviſed !» £6 Perrns for the primacy , his tu-c: flou:s 
ſt]| argumenting the force of that Argument,and uſed it atrer- 
wards tor un ve: (al ju ifdiRiong whe! e35 2t ft: tie was cbjeRed 
only tor cnra nniverſalis eccleſſe, Now having abſo'ved that 
c:ſpute of Peters Monarchy, we wil. -xamine!..s Bil:oprick of 

Rome, Which 15 the ſecond part of the B ſhopr:ck of Peter, 
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CHAP, XXIIL 


Bellarmines Argument anſwered , Proving that Peter was & 
Ro.re, 


Itherto hath been diſputed , Whether Peter war is: 
ftituted ecumenick Biſhop by yr , Which was the 
fiiſt aſſertion or ground , on which the ſupremicy of 

the Biſhop of Rome is founded : Now followerh the ſecond, 
which according to Berl/armine, lib, 2, de pont, Rom, is, that 
Peter at the command of Chriſt fixed his ſeat at Rome , and did 
fit there as Biſhop unto his death, Hete ariſeth a two-fold 
queſtion , firſt, Whether Peter was at Rome £ next , Whether 
he was Biſhop of Rome ? if he was never at Rome, it is certain 
he was never Biſhop o! Rome, and albeit he had been at Rome, 
it doth not follow he was Biſhop of Rome : it was commonly 
believed, that Peter was at Rome, and B.ſhop 0! Rome, beiore 
the time of Marcilins Patavinus , who lived in the 14, Age, 
and wrote a Book, intituled, Defenſor "acis, in which he 
maintains Peter was never at Rome, nor Biſhop of Rome , and 
proves, that all the Ancients were deceived , who aft med 
either the one or the other : his reaſons ſhill be mentioned 
in the following Chapters , in this are anſwered the reaſons of 
Bellarmine, proving the firſt, that he was at Rome, 

The aſſertion of Be/larmine was , that Peter was Biſbip of 
Rome by ordination of Chriſt; to prove which , he biin2s 
nothing, but talls ro prove that Peter was firſt at Rom? , and 
next that he was Biſhop of Rome, and inſtead of Chriſts 1n- 
ſtitution, he brings nothing but conjeitures of the Ancien's, 
to prove that Peter was at Rome, and perverted teffimonies 
to prove that he was Biſhop of Rome, Ir was ſh well tore, 
thatall the Faith and Dofrine of the modern Chu. ch of 
Rome, depended upon the ſupremacy of the Biſhop ot w_ 
whic: 
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which ſupremacy conſiſted in three aſſertions, firſt, that 
Peter was acumenick Biſhop by divine inſtitution , which 
makes nothing for the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, 
without the other two, viz, that Peter by divine inſtitution 

25 Biſhop of Rome , and that the Biſhop of Rome ſucceeded 
to Peter by divine inſtitution in the Monarchy of the Church 
any of thoſe two being brangled , the whole toundation of the 
modern Roman Religion is quite deſtroyed, Belarmine, to 
prove both the one and che other ( aiter he had undertaken to 
prove them by divine inſtitution) br.ngs nothing but con- 
jectures involved wich contradictions , and conſequently the 
whole Edificeot the Church of Rome is builded upon {uch 
conjectures, T he ſucceſſion of theBiſhop of Rome to Perer,ſhall 
be diſputed in the following Fooks : in this © hapter are 
anſwered thoſe reaſons, proving that Peter was at Rome; in 
the next ſhall be anſwered , thole reaſons proving Peter was 
Biſhop ot Rome , and then we will conclude this Book with 
thoſe reaſons of Marcilins Petavinus and Ulrichus Yelennus, 
proving that Peter , was neither at Rome, nor Biſhop of 
Rome, 

Bellarmines firſt reaſon to prove that Peter w2s at Rome, is 
from 1 Pet. 5.13, The Church which is at Babylon ſalutes 
you, &Cc, This was the Church ( \aith Bellarmine) in which 
Peter remained when he wrote this Epiſtle, viz, Babylon,which 
inte Scripture many times ſignifics Rome z, and therefore Pe- 
ter by Babylon mcans Rome, and conſequently Peter was at 
Rome, 

Bur it is anſwered , albeit in the Apocalyps , which is a my- 
ſical P: oplicfie, Rome be meant by Baby/on, yet we donor 
find 'n Scripture in any Epſt'e, th t Rome was called Babylon : 
it would be a rid:culous expreſſion co conclude an Epiſtle 
written at Rome trom Babylon. The Apoſtle Paul in all his 
Epiſtles written at Rome , never concludes fiom Babylon, but 

Cc 2 from 
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from Rome, and therefore Petey in this Epiſtle underſtands noe 
Rome, but Babylon, It is to be obſerved, there were two 
Cities called Babylon z the fiſt '*abylox in Aſſyria, which Was 
the head of the Babylon.ſh Empire, the other Babylon wy 
in Egypt , and afterwards was called Cayre : Peter by Rabyley 
means either the one or the other , more probably the ff, 
_becauſe it appears by Hiſtory, that many Jews remained there, 
and Peter was the Apoſtle of the Jews, as Paul was of the 
Gentiles, 

Bellarmine objects, that Irereus, Fuſtinus and T ertullianuy, 
g expone that Babylon mentioned by Perer ro be Rome, 

But it is anſwered , thoſe Fathe:s iollow the authority of 
Papias , believed to be the Diſciple of Fobn , as 8ellwmine 
afh:ms, he was tollowed by Ireneus, who in Enlebins , lb. 3, 
cap, 39, afirms 5 that the ſaid Papias and Polycarpus were 21+ 
citors of the Apoſtle Fohn, but Exſebius in the (aid place 
confutes that opinion , by the authority of Papias himſelf, 
who denyed thatever he had ſeen the Apoſtles with his eyes; 
Euſebins 2495, that he was a man of »o ſpirit and the Author 
not only of the Mi{{inari; , but alſo ot other tabulous tradi- 
tions : and {o in the opinion of Euſebivs , the authority of 
Papias is not much to be regarded, And fince the whole 
toundation of the Church of Xome , depends upon the ſupte- 
macy of the B:ſhop of Rome , and ſince the ſupremacy ot the 
Biſhop of Rome, depends upon Peters being at Rome; and 
fince Peters being at Rowe , depends upon the teſt monies of 
ſome Fathers, following the Authority of Papraisz it miy he 
concluded withour ſophiſtry , that the whole DoGtrine of the 
Church of Rome depends upon the ſaid Papias: what ſoit of 
man he was,we have now ſhewed from Zuſebius lib, 3, cad,39. 

Bel/armines ſecond Argument, to prove that Perey wis at 
Romezis this, There were Chriſtians at Rome, before ever P:ul 
came to Rome, Ergo Peter was at Rome: and hete he ender- 
VUuis 
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you's to prove by many teſtimonies, that Peter was the firſt 
that preached che Goſpel at Rome, but to no purpoſe, fince 
thoſe teſt:monies are of no more force to prove that Peter 
was at Rome, then thole he alledged in the former Argument, 
That they are talſe, appears by @roſizs, lib, 7, cap. 4, who 
affirms, that Chriſtians were at Rome in the time of Tiberius, 
but Peter cam® not to Rome , till atter the death of Tiberins, 
that is,the ſecond year of Claudius, as Bellarmine himſelt con» 
teſſeth. 

Belrmine anſwers, That Orofius deth not _ that Chri- 
ſtians were at Rome in the time of Tiberius, bt only that the 
Senate of Rome mad? a decree , that they ſhould not come to 
Rome; which is the true meaning of Oroſius, 

Bur it is replyed,0r0/ius expre fly afthrms, that Tiberins made 
2 motion to the Senat of Rome, that Chriſt ſhould be acknow- 
ledged as a Gud ; but the Senat refuſing , ſet forth an Edie, 
that Chriſtians ſhould be exterminated or extruded the City 
of Rome, Which imports that Chriſtians were at Rome z, which 
is confirmed by Euſebins, in his Chronicles, an, $8. who ſaith, 
the Senat eliminated Chriſtians from the City, but eliminat- 
ing is properly to pat them out, that were inalready, Like- 
wayes, both Exſeb:us in the (aid place, and Tertullianns, Apol, 
ca. 5. afh m, that Tiberius threatned death to the Acculetrs 
of Chriſtians at Rome,whereby it evidently appears that Chri- 
ſtians were at Rowe, Likewayes, Plating in the lite of Chiiſt, 
affirms expreſly, that the Senate ordained Chriſtians to be pur 
forth ot the City : likewayes, Clement in his fi & book of 
Recornitions , afh:ms , that Barnabas was at Rome in the time 
of Tiberius, 

Bellarmine anſwe:s to this laſt objetion, That thoſe Boots 
of Clement are Apocryphal, © Bur it is replyed , when they 
ſerch eeſttmon es trom this Book to prove any 0! thor } em ts, 
they call it authentick ; So Coccias and others, i ur wen 

__ 
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they we] preſſed with teſtimonies from it, they call it Apg. 
cryphal, 

dns third reaſon, to prove that Peter was at Rome, is 
That ſeveral of the Fathers affirm , that Mark wrote his Eyyy, 
gel at Rome, as he heard Peter pau tt there, 

But it is anſwered , that all this depends upon the Authg. 
rity of Papias, neither do they agree amongſt themſelyes in 
the relationy tor, Hieronymus tollowing the authority of pp 
pias, whom Euſebrus called an Impoſtor (as we (aid betore) 
affirms, that Mark wrote the ſaid Evangel when Peter was 
alive, and that the ſaid Mark died the eigth year of Nero: but 
Irenenus affirms , lib, 3. cap, 1, that Mark wrote his Evangel, 
after the death of Peter and Pasl, 

Bell :rmines fourth reaſon, to prove that Peter was at Rome 
is, that his Sepulchre is at Rome, which he proves by thete- 
ſtimony of many Fathers, Bur it is anſwered , they wereall 
deceived by Papias z Secondly, thole Fathers who affirm, that 
Peter dyed at Rome , relate ſome circumſtances of his death, 
which ſeem incredible; as firſt, they affirm , rhat Peter and 
Paul died in one day ; but that ſeems incredible, becauſe Paul 
came to Rome about the third and fourth year of N-ro, he pro- 
feſſerh that he was then old: They likewayes affirm , that he 
died the fourteenth year of Nero, and ſo he lived ten years 
after he called himſelt old : But this ſeems not to conſiſt with 
that aſſertion , of his dy ng in one day with Petey, tor, itis 
ſcarce credible, that Peter could be alive ten years aft:r Paul 
called himſelf an old man, fince Paw! was very young when he 
was converted, but it appears by Fohn 21,18, that Peter 
was an old man betore Paul was converted, that is, when Chrilt 
was alive; bur Pau! wis not conve: ted untill a year ate: the 
death of Chriſt, and thcretore it ſeems 'ncredible, that Peter 
could live ten years atter ®au/ called himſe!f an old man, The 
ſecond incredible circumſtance is, that they aſſiim,rhat Pets? 
little 
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$ little before his death, having an intention to leave Rome, 


Chriſt appeared to him in the Port of the City, and defired him 


! to return : but the Scripture affirms, that the Heavens ſhall con- 
* tain Chriſt untill the laſt diy, and Peter himſelf affirms , that 
* Chriſt ſhall not deſcend from Heaven till then, And whereas 
* Befarmine objets, that Chriſt appeared to Pasl in the air, he 
* ſpeaks (0 without any ground , becauſe A. g, it is only af- 


firmed, that a great light ſhined reand about Paul , ard that he 


* heard a woicez bur theSctiptute there Coth not affirm, that 
* Chriſt was inthe air, Paul might have ſeen Chriſt as Stephey 
| did,in heaven, himſelt being upon earth, A#,7,55, And 
2 thoſe are the reaſons by which Be/armine proves Peter was at 
* Rome,which all are founded upon conjeRures, And fince the 
| ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Reme is founded upon the ſupre- 


macy ot Peter , and that Petey was at Rome, and ſince Peters 
being at Rome is founded upon contradictory conjeRures (as 
partly we have ſhewed , -nd partly ſhall ſhew hereafter , mi- 
nuting the reaſons of Yelexus) by conſequence , the ſupre- 
mocy of the B.ſhop of Reme is tounded upon contradictory 
conjeciumes, 


CHAP, XXIII, 


Bellarmines reaſons proving , that Peter was Biſhop of 
Rome, anſwered, 


N the next place , Bel/armine endeavours to prove, thar 
Peter was Biſhop of Rome, and therefore he behoved to 
be at Rome : and his firſt reaſon is, That the Church of 

Rome was ever held the firſt Church, but there can be 30 other 
reaſon why it was held ſo , but only that Peter was B:ſh-p, 

But it is anilwered, firſt, that Pome wis held the firſt 
Churchot old, not in power , but :n dignity , bec2niſe Rome 
was the chief imperial City , as appears cxpicſly by the third 
Canon 
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Canon of the ſecond general Council at Conſtantinople 
the 28. Canon of the tou;th general Council of Calcedsy. 
the 36, Canon of the ſixth general Council of Conſtantinop/e, 
of which heteatrer,part,2 {16 1,and 2,Secondly,it reſpe be hat 
to other reaſons , beliues the imperial dignity of che City, 
itis falſe that R. me was beld tor the firſt Church , 2s appears 
by many teſtimunies, firſt , Theodoretus, lib, 5, cap, 9, athrms, 
x fo the ſecond general Council at 'Conſtantinople., in an 
Epiſtle ro Damaſus Bithop of Rome and the Bithops of the 
Weſt, calls the Church of Feruſalem, Mather of all Churches, 
Secondly, Naziinzenns, epiſt, 18, afhims , that the Church 
of Cxlaria was from the beginning: and was eſteemed almif 
the Mother of all Churches, Thirdly, Baſilivs, Epiſt. 10, to 
Athanaſius, affirms , That the Church- of Antioch was head 
of all Churches, The ſame is affirmed by Chry/oftomes in 
ſeveral places, as in his Homile of the praiſes of gnativs, 
and in his third Homile to the people of Axtioch : by which 
teſtimonies it is evident, that Rome was called the firſt Church 
tor a civil reſpe&t only, and that in other reipeds, other 
C hurches were preferred to it, 

Bellarmines {econd Argument is this, The Hereticks cannot 
ſhew( faith he ) where-Peter was Brſhop after he left Antioch, 
if he was not Biſhop of Rome , ſince they affirm he was Biſhop 
only of a particular Church, and not of the univer)al Church. 

Bur it is anſwered , Be/larmine may well confirm his Dil 
ciples by ſuch reaſoning, bur he will never convert Hereticks 
by it - Ir is falſe which he affirms, that the Proteſtants 
maintain thar Peter behoved ot neceffity to be Biſhop ot on? 
particular Chuichor other, they deny he was Biſhop of any 
particular C hatch at all , as (hill immediacly appear; and 
therefore, it is ridicul us in Be/lzrmize to conclude , that 


Peter was Biſhop of Rome , becaute they cannot inſtru where 
he was Biſhop elſewhere , when he left Antioch : they 3K 
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him again , how .Bellarmine proves that he was Biſhop of 
Antioch : they ask him alſo, where he was Biſhop before he was 
Biihop of Antioch * tor Bella»mines Argument preſuppones, 
that Peter of neceſſity was ſtill Biſhop of one place or other, 

Bellarmines third realon , to prove that Peter was Biſhop 
of Rome , is taken from the teſtimony of Fathers, affirming, 
he was Biſhop there twenty five years: As for thoſe 25, years, they 
ſhall be proved falſe in the following Chapter : In this we 
will anſwer and explain the teſtimonies of thoſe Fathers, 
athiming Peter was Biſhop of Rome ; becauſe in effe&t they 
zrethe only 5aſis of rhe Popes ſupremacy , we will exim:ne 
them more diligently, and make it appear, that they are ſo 
many teſtimonies, proving Peter was never Biſhop of the 
particular Church of Rome, 

It is anſwered, to thoſe teſtimonies of Euſebius, Optatus, Am 
broſius, Hieronymus,Sulpitins,I ſidorns, Ireneus, Epiphanins,8&c, 
afh:ming Petey to be Biſhop of Rowe, that the word Biſhop is 
taken wo wayes ; fiiſt , for a tunction of governiag the 
Chu:ch in general , fo Peter cilles Chriſt The Biſhop of our 
ſouls,epiſt,1,cap.2.1o an Apoſt!cſhip is called Beſhoprick, AF.z, 


| Secondly , Biſhop is taken in a ſtricter ſenſe, for a certain 


tun&ion Ecclefiiftick, interiour unto the Apoſtolick fun&ions 
(0 it is taken by Paul, 1 Tim. cap. 3, 1} any deſire a Brſhoprick - 
in which laſt ſenſe we now take it, and (o an{wers thoſe 
teſt:monies of Bellarmine , by which he proves that Petey 


| was Bithop of Row? , that thoſe Fathers take Biſhop in the firſt 


{caſe , and their meaning is no other then that Yetey as an 
Apoſtle, tzuzhr at Rome twenty five years, Thar this 
is no ſhit. or ev.ſton, is demonſtrated by chele three to!lowing 

Iealons, 
The, fi: realon is, that the Fathe!s reckoning the ſuc» 
ccſſious of the Biſhops of Rome, put Pau! with Peter in ene 
ti. it 
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firſt place , wheteby ir is evident, that thoſe Fathers takes 
the word 8:ſhop in the firſt ſenſe, comprehending the Apoſtle. 
ſhip z ſince none of them , nor Bellarmine himſelf, wil 
afh-m,that Paul was Biſhop of Rome inthe ſecond (enſe, That 
this is the tfuth , viz, that Paw! is named fr ft Biſbop of Romy 
with Peter , appears by thoſe tollowing teſt,monies, - 

Firſt of Irenevs, lib, 3, cap. 3, Fundantes igitur & infiry. Þ 
entes beati Apoſtoli ( Petrus Z Paulus ) Lino EF iſcepa'wm 
adminiſtrande eccieſie tradiderunt : The bleſſed Apoſtles ( Peter 
and Paul ) when they founded the Church of Rome , they made 
Linus Biſhop. 

The ſecond teſtimony is of Epiphanins, hereſ, 27, Fpiſcs 
porum in Roma [ucceſſio hanc conſequantiam habuit Petrus & 
Paulus, Linus, Cletus : The cn of the Biſhops of Rome 
was this, Peter and Paul, Linus, Cletus, I 

The third teſtimony is of Euſebins , hift. lib, 3, cap, 1, 
poſt Petri & Pauli Martyrium primus Romane Eccleſia Epiſce W 
patum Linus ſortito capit: After the martyrdom of Peter and 
Paul, Linus had the Biſhoprick of Rome to his charge, 

Such-like other teſtimonies ye may have of Auguſtinus, 
epiſt, 65, of Optatus, lib, 2, of Tertullianus , who all pu WF 
Peter and Paul joyntly in the firſt place z whence it is, that 
in the Bulls of the Popes , the Images of Paul and Peter are 
joyntly expreſſed in the Seals, where the Image Paul hath 
theright hand, and many wondered why 2 bur the reaſon is, 
becauſe Paul was preferred to Peter , in the fundation ot the 
Churchof Rome , as being a Church of Gentiles under the 
Apoſtleſhip of Paul, and not of Peter , whoſe Apoſtleſhp 
was extended no further then to the Jews. However, fince 
Paul and Petey joyntly are reckoned fi: ſt Biſhops ot Rome, it is 
evident, that ( Biſhop) is taken in the fiſt (ſenſe, as 1t com» 
prehends an Apoſtle, 
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Book 1. : Of the Biſhoprick of Peter. 
The {(econd reaſon is, becauſe Fathers enumerating the 
Catalogue of the Biſhops of Rowe , do it in manner fol- 


PETER and PAUL. 


1, Linus, \ © 7, Teleſphornus, 

2, © letas, 8, Hyzinus, 

3, Clemens, | 9, Pius, 

4, Enariſtus, *5 10, Anicetus, 

5. Alexander, Ir, Sotey, 

6. Sixtus, | 112, Eliutherius, RC, 


Here they do not reckon Peter and Paul among 

the Biſhops , but only reckons the Biſhops from 

them as their founders, putting Linus as firſt Bi. 
ſhop , Cletus as ſecond , Clemens aSthird z whereas it Peter 
and Paul had been Biſhops, Linus had been ſecond , Cletus 
third, Clemens fourth, &c, Thar they reckon them fo, 
appears by theſe following teſtimonies, Firſt of Trenexs, 
lib, 3, cap, 3. who calls Clement the third Biſhop ,* S:xtus 
the fixth . E/rmutherius the twelith : but it he had reckon- 
ed eter as firſt Biſhop , then © /emens had been the tou: th, 
Sixtus the ſeventh, Eliutherius thirteenth, 

The ſecond teſtimony is of Enſebins, hiſt, lib, 3, cap, 2, 
where he calls Linus fi ſt Biſhop ; and likewayes , cap. 4. 
where hecalls C /emens third Biſhop « and cap 16, where he 
calls Clemens third Biſhop, Linus firſt Biſhop , Cletus ſe» 
con1 Bith>p z and /ih. 4. cap, 1, he calls Exariſftus fourth Bi- 
ſhop, and cap. 5. he calls Tele/phorus ſeventh Biihup : like- 
wayes in his Chronicles , he gives unto them the ſame order 
of (ucceſſion , anno, 69, and $1, and 93, and 100, where- 

Dd 2 by 


- 


214 The Grand In;peflor diſcovered Parti 


by. it is evident by Euſebius , that Peter was not Biſhop of 
Rome , ſince he gives ranks to the other Biſhops, as it Liza 
had been firſt Biſhop, 

The third teſtimony ls of Gregorins , lib, 1, co, 27, 
who reckons the order of ſucceſſion 0: the Biſhops of Rome, 2; 
Linus were firſt Biſhop, and not Peter z tor he calls Clemey 
the third Biſhop of Rome , but it he had inc)uded Peter inthe 
Catalouge of the Biſhops, Clement had been the fourth B ſhop 
in his © alculation, 

Some Romaniſts anſwer , that thoſe teſtimonies donor 
prove Linus was firſt Biſhop, Cletus ſecond , Clemens third, 
abſolutely , bur only that the meaning of thoſe Fathess is, 
that Aires was the firſt Biſhop after Peter , Cletus thee. 
cond, Clemens the third 5 which is 2s much as if thoſe Fa 
thers had ſaid , Peter was fitſt., Linus ſecond , Cletus third, 
Clemens fourth, 

Bur it isreplyed , that is but a ſhift or evaſion , becauſe 
it appears to any. who is verſed in Ewſebius , that when he 
{peaks ſo , Firſt Biſhop after ſuch an one- , Ii thatoxe in his 
opinion be a Biſhop himſelf , he includes him in the number, 
and makes him fi:t Biſhop , as appears by his Catalogue ot 
the Biſhops of Alexandria, where he calls Cerdo the third 
Biſhop aſter Anianxs , but he calls Anianns firſt Biſhop , lib, 
12, Cap, 3, SO, cap. 16, he reckons Anianus firſt , Abili- 
vs ſecond , Cerdo third z whereby it is evident , that when 
he ſpeaks ſo , viz. third Biſhop after ſuch an one , That he 
evermore includes that oze in the number , when he thinks he 
is a Biſhop , as isevident by his reckoning of the Biſhops of 
Alexandria, Cerds (ſaith he) was third after Anianus T hat 
is, Anianus was firſt , Abilius ſecond, Cerdothird : Putin 
the Catalogue of the Biſhops of Rome , when'he calls Linus 
the fiſt after Petcy , Cletus the ſecond;, Clemens the third, 
he includes not Peter in the Catalogue, but reckons them 35 
Peter 
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Peter were not Biſhop at all , other wayes he wonld call Pe- 
ter firſt Biſhop of Rome , as he- did Anianus firſt Biſhop of 
Alexanaria, 

The thi:d reaſon proving thoſe Fathers calling Peter Biſhop 
of Rome, takes the word Biſhop largely , and not ſtrictly, and 
propeily is unanſwerable , becauſe it appea:s by their own 
teſtimonies, and 1:1kewayes of other Fathers , that Zinus and 
Cletus , were Biſhops of Rome when Petey was alive ; where- 
by it isevicent , that Petey was called Biſhop of Rome , only 
becauſe he and Pax! iounded that Church ( in theopinion of 
thoſe Fathers ) for Percy could nor be Biſhop of Rome pro« 
perly , if Z:inus was Biſhop of Rome when Peter was 
alive : but. that Linus and Cletus were Biſhops of Rome 
when Paul was alive , 1s proved by theſe following teſti- 
monies, 

The firſt teſtimony is of Tertullianus , lib, de preſcrip, 
cap. 32, ( according to the diſtin&tion of Pamelins ) where 
he afhrms , that Polycarpmus was ordained Biſhop of Smyrna by 
Fohn the Apoſl!e , and in the lame manner, Clemens was 
ordained Biſhop ot Rome by Peter : bur it is notorious , thar 
Fohn was alive when he ordained Polycarpus Biſhop of Smyraa, 
neither was Fohn Biſhop of Smyrna himſelt , therefore ir 
follows, that Clemens being ordained Biſhop ot Rome by 
Peter , that he was Biſhop of Rome when Peter was alive, 
ſince Polycarprs. was Biſhop of Smyraa when Fohn was 
alive, 

The ſecond teſtimony is of 7rexewue, and is this , in Euſe- 
bins , lib, 5 hiſt. cap, 6, where Euſebius brings in Trenenus 
ſpeaking thus, Thebleſſed Apoſtles [ P3ul and Peter ] {onnd- 
ing the Churchof Rome, gave unto Linus th: Biſhop: ick of the 
Adminiſtration of that Church: whereby it is notorious, that 
the tunct:on of Peter and Paul was d'fferent ttrom the function -. 
of. Biſhop ( in the ſtrict and proper (caſe) and |. kewayes , it 
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is evident by the words, that while they were alive, they 
did put Linus in the aAtual poſſeſſion of the Bilhoprick of 
Rome, 

Bellarmine anſwers , that Peter did put Lines and 
Cletus in the Church of Rome , when he was alive , not « 
Biſh'ps , but as Coad, utors unto him , eſpecially Peter beiy 
oftimes called elſewhzre by 'is Apoſtolick ſundtion : Bute 
intangles himſelt toully , fi:ſt, he makesPerey ſufficient to 90 
vern the whole Church , as elſcwhere he affirmeth , and yer 
in this anſwer, he.makes him inſufficient ro govern the Church 
of Rowe without a Cordjutor, 2, Ireneus affirms, that Pas! 
ordained Linus Biſhop of Rome , as well as Peter , andit Li- 
us had been Coadjutor to thoſe who ordained him , hewould 
have been Coadjutor to Paul as well as to Peter , andconſe- 
quently , Paul was alſo Biſhyp of Rome, 3. Irenens ex- 
preſly diſtinguiſheth che Office ot an Apoſtle from that of a 
Biſhop , in theſe words , for he afirmeth , Peter and Paul 
founded the Church of Rome, and gave the Siſbprick 
thereof to Linus : So Epiphanius, heraxfie 27, affirms, thet 
the Office of an Apoſtle was not tyed to one place , :and 
therefore in their abſence , Rome could not be without a Bi- 


oP. 

[The third Teſtimony is of Rufi»us, in his pretaceto thoſe 
Books of Recognitions attributed to , Clement ; his words 
are theſe, Linus and Cletus were Biſhops of Rome, b fore 
Clement, but while Peter was alive , towit , that they might 
be Biſhops, and himſelf might fulfill the office of an Apoſtle: i 
which words, Ruff1nas exprelly calls Lins and Cletus B hops 
of Rome, having adiſtin& Office from that of Petey 5 where- 
by it evidently appears , - that Peter wasnot Biſhop of Rome iN 
the ſtrit ſenſe mentioned before , which is turther confirmed 
by the next following words of Ruffinus , wherein he affi-ms, 
that Lacheus was in the ſame manner ordained by Peter Biſhop 

at 
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at © xfaria, as Linus and Cletus were at Rome, But Be/laxmize 
will not affiim , that eter was Biſhop of Ceſariz, and Zach ers 
his Coadjutorz and although this teſtimony of R»ffinus doth 

not conyince Barronias , yet Onufrias, Sanderus, Fenardentings, 
conteſſe ingenuoufly , that it can hardly be ſhunned, Bay- 
r0n1ws givesno regard to the teſtimony of Raffinus , becauſe 
he inte; prers that fixrh Canon of the Council of Nezce againſt 
the ſupremacy ot the Biſhop ot Rome; but ſince Ruffinus 
lived v-ry near that time, and fince he is ſeconded by all the 
ancient Interpreters : as thall appear in the following Book. 

who all interpret that AR againſt the ſupremacy of the 
Biſhop oft Rome, as wellas he , though in a different manner) 
his authority is more to be regarded then that of Bellarmine, 

orBarronins,deviſing anew interpretation of the ſaid A x300, 

yeats after thedate of it , againſt checutrant of all Antiquity , , 
as ſhall be ſhewed, 116. 2, cap, 


CHAP, XXIV, 


Preſumptions that Peter was never at Rome, and demonſtris 
tions that he was never Biſhop of Rome, 


T* the two preceding Chapters has been anſwered thoſe 
reaſons alledged by Be/larmine , to prove that Peter was 
at Rome, and Biſhop of Roxze z, by which ir appears, upon - 
what weak reaſons the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of #ome is 
buile , and which js quite deſtroyed , it ne ther of theſe be 
tive: The weakneſle of Bel/armines grounds will tu: ther ap- 
pear , in this preſent Chapter , .in which are mentioned 
ſome ſtrong preſumprions , that Peter was neverat Rome, and 
invincible demonſtrations that Peter was never Biſhop of 
Rome , ifthe word Ziſhop be taken in the p-oper and {trit 
ſenſe which we mentioned before, Thar Per - was never at 
Rome, may be perſwaded by the following realons,.} . F 

Flt -: 
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Fiſt, thoſe Fathers affiiming Petey was at Rome, agree all 
that he was twenty five years Biſhop there; and yet , ſome 
of them .fliims, that he came to Rome in the lecond year of 
Clendi/us, (0 Hieronymus , in Caiolos (ome of them in the 
tourth year of Claudins, 10 Faſciculns temporum , 0.lowing 
Marianns, Scotus : Beda allo on Adts 13, athims the lame, 
and alſo 'Valdenſis, tom. 1, lib, 1, cap, 7. (ome of them afing 
that hecime to Rome,annol 3, of i laudius fo the Book called 
Paſſionale d: vitis ſantorum:(ome of them that he came noteo 
Rome untill a little before his death , fo Orizines, tom, 3, 
ingen:f, which behoved to be in the latter end. of Nerv, 
Damaſus alſo, in Pontificali afims, he came to Rome under 
Nero: Thomas Aquinas , in Galat, 2, le&, 1, afficms, he 
came to Rome in the I 4, year atter Pauls convet 1n, which \ 
was 18 years aſter the paſhton of Chriſt, who ſuffered in ' 
the18, year of Tiberius, who reigned twenty two years: ' 
Calizu/a almoſt four ; theretore , according to Thomas, Peter 
came to Ropue in the ſixth or ſeventh year of Clavdivs z but 
maay of thoſe torefaid Authors affirm , that Peter did fit 25 
years art Rome , which is a maniteſt contrad Rion ſince, 
they all agreealmoſt,that he died in the laſt year of Nevo, 

Zellarmine aniwers , Its certain that Chi iſt died, and yet 
learned men vary about the!imsz, But it is replyed, that the 
certainty of Chriſts death is hal from Scripture, and not 
trom thoſe who vary about the time of it ; bur the certainty 
of Peters being at Rome is had no wicte, bur from cloſe who 
vary about the time of his coming there; and fince they 
contradict other in the laſt, chey merit no cregic in the fiſts 

Bellarmine anſwers, ſecondly , thit yo approved Aur 
varies i the time , but only ſoine ballard Authors (uh, 25 Faite 
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culus tempo:um &c, But it is replyed, that #-{:rmizewill WE 
nor afhrm , that Origines, Marianis , Sco'!:s, Beds, Di" Wh 
»aſus , ace baſtard Authors , but it is proved that all thote WP 
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The ſecond perſwaſion that Peter was never at Rome is this, 
they who affirm , Peter went to Rome in the ſecond 
year of Claudius ; ſo Hieronymus , Euſebius and others 
affirm , it was to defeat Simeon Mazus, Whodied in the laſt 
year of Nero, that is,” twenty five years atter the ſecond year 
of Claudins, and for whoſe death , Peter alſo himſelf was 
put todeath by Nero : but fince Peter went a purpoſe to Rome 
to deſtroy Simon Magus , itisa thing incredible., that he 
could not-do it in leſſe then twenty five yeats z yea, Belarmine 
himielf affirms, that Petey after he had mand | ſeven years at 
Rome came back to Feruſalem : but this is more incredible, 
that Peter would go to Rome to overcome Simon Mazns, 
ſtay there ſeven years , and come back without doing any 
thing, and ſuffer Sima» Magus to live eighteen years at- 
ter, 

The third reaſon why Petey was not at Rome, is this, they 
who ſoaffirm , maintain alſo , that Peter went to LA ntioch 


; five years after the paſſion of Chriſt , was ſeven years Biſhop 


- 
<a 


» 
» 
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there, and then went to Rome, where he was Biſhop twen- 
ty five years : but it appears by Galat, 1, and 2, As 
12, and 15, that Peter for the moſt part was at Feruſa- 
lem, at leaſt to the eighteenth year after .Chriſts paſſion ; 
but according to the Calculation of thoſe Authots , Peter 
had been ſeven years at Rome , in the eighteenth year of 
Chriſts paſſion , and conſequently , he could not be ar 
Rome, and at the Council of Feruſalem, in the eighteenth 
year atter Chriſts paſſon, 

Bellarmine anſwers, that Peter in the ſeventh year of his 
B:ſboprick was expelled Rome , becauſe As 18, it is men- 
tioned, that Claudius expelled the Fews from Rome, and came 
back to Jeruſalem that year of the Council , from whence he 
returned back to Rome and died there, 

Bur it is replyed , he involves himſelf in a world of ab- 
ſurdities ; firſt, in affirming Peter was expelled Rome by 
Ee Clanains, 
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Claudius , when he made that Edidt againſt the Jews , be. 
cauſe if Peter had been expelled by that Edi&, it behoved 
of neceſſicy to be ſome conſiderable time before the: (oun- 
cil of Jeruſalem , ſince Peter being expelled by that EliQ, 
was preſent at the Counci| of Feruſalem , but Paul and Bay. 
nabas ( as is affirmed by Zuke ) after that Council , ſtay. 
ed ſome time at Antiochia , and( then Paul journyed to Sy. 
ria and Cilicia , then hecame to Derbas and Lyſtra z atter 
that, having gone thorow Phrygia , Galatia , Mycia , he 
came to Troae , and thence to Macedonia , where he was 
impriſoned at Philipp: ; Thence paſſing thorow Amphipe- 
lis and Apolon'a , he came to Theſſalonica , trom*+thence 
to Berea , from thence to Athens, AQs 15, 16, and 17, 
After all choſe journeys , he arived at Corinth , where he 
did find Aquila and Priſcills , who were now come out of 
Italy , by reaſon of that Edict of Claudins , whence it ap- 
pears , that Bel/armine affirms falfly, that Petey was expel- 
led Rome by reaſon of that Edit of Claudius. , ſince when 
Paul found Priſcilla and Aquila at- Corinth , it behoved to 
be ſome years after Petey was expelled Rome , confidering Pe- 
ters journey from Rome to Fernſalem betore the Council, 
Pauls tedious journeys atiter the Council , before he mer 
with Priſcilla and Aquila , who were new come out of 
Rome by reaſon of that Eli of Claudius _ ( or as the Syrin 
Interpreter ) were expelled Rowe at the ſame time , by 
that Edi of Claudius - $0 it is impoſſible , that Peter (0 
!ong time before could have been expelled by the ſame Ed'R, 

Secondly , Bellarmine himſe)f conteſſeth , 1:b, 2, cap 6, 
ae pont, Rom, , that Peter had left a dangerous example to 
poſterity , if he had retained two Bilbopricks at one time, But 
its no leſs pernitious example to leave their particular Chaige, 
as Bellirmine affirms , Peter did , neither is it of any mo- 
ment to affirm , that he was forced to leave it by that Edi 
of Claudius , fince Peter ſhould rather have ſuffered , then 
obcycd 
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obeyed that Edit: Secondly , | becauſe as B:Uarmine affirms, 
when he was B.lhop of Antiochis , he wandered up and 
dowa,, leaving his Charge, Thirdly ,-it-ſeems very ab- 
furd which Bellarmine, atficms , that Peter in one year was 
B:jhp of Antioch,imp>iſoned at Jeruſalem, and Biſhop of Rome, 

Fourthly, it Peter had been Biſhop of Rowe, in thetime 
o! the Council of Feruſalem, he would not at that yery Coun- 
cil , made that paRion'with Paul; taking upon himſelt co 
be Apoſtle of the Jewes,, and leaving it to Paul tobe Apoſtle 

0: the Gentiles, among which his own Biſhoprick of Rome was, 

Fitchly , it is not credible , that Perer ſhould have been® 
fourteen years ( at the time of the Council at Jeruſalem ) 
partly Biſhop of Antiech-,. partiy of Rome, a Church for 
the moſt - part of Geatiles, and yet to compell the ſaid Gentiles 
to judaize as Peter did, 

The fourth reaſon that Peter was never at Rome , is this, 
that Pawl in his Epiſtle ro the Romans , ſalutes many , cap. 
16, but he makes no mention of Petey at all ; bur it is in- 
credible- he would have falured ſo many , and ommit- 
ted the ſalutation of Peter , who was Biſhop of the place, 

Bellarmine anſwers , That he did not ſalute Fohn in his 
Ep:ſiHle to the Epheſians ,  yor James in his Epiſtle ro the He- 
brews; «nd yet John was Buſbop of Epheſus , a»d James Biſhop of 
Jeruſalem, + 

Bur it is replyed ,- thisanſwer of Bel/armine is vety chil- 
diſh,forto omir- that neither Fohx- nor Fames were Biſhops 
at all, but only Apoſtles and tognders of thoſe Churches, as 
we ſaid betore , Fohn was not at Epheſusart that time, nor 
ſtiysd there , and Fames at that time was dead ; neither did 
Pan! write his Epiſtle to the Hebrews, to the particular © hurch 
of Fer»ſalem , but to the whole Jews, 

B-{lirmine anſwers , ſecondly, That Peter was not return» 
ed to Rome , when Paul wrote his Epiſtle to the Romans, But 
itis replyed, fiiſt , Caquila and Priſcilla were returne! to 

Ee 2 Ru me 
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Rome , whom Bellarmine affirms were expelled at the ame 
time with Peter , whom Pay! (alutes, Row, 1x6, 2, butir 
is incredible, that Peter who was Biſhop of the place, would 
not have returned with the fiſt, Secondly, Paul among the 
cauſes of his thankſgiving for rhe Faith of the Romans, cp, 
1. $8, and other praiſes, cap, 16, or of his own prayers , cap, 
16, 10, makes no mention of Petey at all , yer conſtantly in 
his Ep.ſtles, he uſech to mention the Miniſters of the Churches 
to which they are direted , whether they be preſent or nor, as 
appears by. 1, Corinth, cap, 16,15, Epheſ, 6, 21, Phil, 2,19, 
* Col, 4, 9.12, &c, 

The fifth reaſon that Peter was never at Rome is, it is known 
that Paul wrote (ſeveral Epiſtles from Rome, in the time of Ne- 
ro, in whoſe time Be{armine afhirms , that Peter was at Rome; 
in which Epiſtles, he makes frequent mention of others of l«ſſer 
notes and yet he makes no mention of Petey at all,as Col,4.11, 
and 2, Timothy, 4, 16.” 

Bellarmine anſwers , firſt that a negative teſtimony proves 
nothing ; it doth not follow Peter was not at Rome, hecasfe 
Paul makes no mention of him, 

Bur it is replyed, it is-not only a negative teſtimony , which 
is the ground of the Argument, but an Argument 4 minore 4d 
majus; Paul makes mtintionot others of leſſer note: much more 
he would have mace mention ot Petey, if he hadbeen at Rome, 
2, There are two ſorts of negative- teſtimonies, the fiſt is, 
purely negative; the ſecond is privative, when nothing 15 te- 
ſtified when it ſhould have been reſtified : this laſt ſort of ne- 
gative Argument is moſt efficacious, as is acknowledged by 
Medina upon Thomas, part, 83, queſt, I, art. 3, Neither can 

it be denyed that this is good reaſoning, There was but one 
World created , That only the ſecond perſon of the Trinity 
aſſumed fleſh, becauſe the Scripture makes no mention, that 
more Worlds were created, or that the other perſons of the 
Trinity -were incarnate, - But this Argument is taken tom 2 
P1.valive 
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rivative teſtimony, viz, Paul could not, without juſt repre- 
radon, make no mention of Petey , if Peter had been 3t Kom®e 
art that time , as appears by Coloſ, 4. 10, 11, where Paul 
affi:ms,that Marcus, Fuſtus and Arriftarchus, were all the Jews 
which were his work-tellows in the Goſpel : But if Peter had 
been at Rome, Pan! had ſpoken untruly in excluding him from 
being one of his work-tellows, which he reſtricts to the fol- 
lowing three : for, it Peter had been at Rome, Panl would ne- 
ver have afh. med, that thoſe three were the only work-fellows 
he had at Kome, Again, 2 Tim, 4,10,11, heathims, that 
all his fellows had forſaken him , except Zyke, who only was $, 
with him: but if Peter had been at Reme,he would never have 
forſaken Pax/ , nor had it been true which Paul affirmed, that 
none were with him but Zuke, 

Thoſe paſſages puzleth Bel/armine very ſore, as appears by 
his perplexed anſwer he gives to that patlage of Coloſ., 4+. that 
Paul ſpeaks only of his domeſticks, which is a moſt miſerable 
effugium : tor to omit that Paul keeped not ſuch a port, as to 
have ſo many domeſticks, he expreſly calls thoſe three perſons, 
Ariſtarchus , Marcus, Fuſtus, all the tellow-labourers in the 
Goſpel he hadat Rome, 

Secondly, Bel/armine anſwets to2 Tim, 4.16, That Paul 
ſpeaks there of thoſe who might have been interceſſors tor 
him to New, which is a very ſimple evaſion, he hath no 
ground at all for it ; and it is clear againſt the meaning of 
Paul who ſpeaks of thoſe who ſhould have: corroborated 
him, or confiimed him, as appears from verſe 17, where - 
he affirms, that God was with him and ſtrengthened him 
only , except Luke , verſe 11, But it Peter had been 
at Rome , he would not have neglezd . ſuch a cuty to 
Paul, 

Thirdly, BeJarmine anſwers, That perphaps Peter was 
elſewhere when Pas! wiore thole Ep ſtles from Rome ;, which 


is as much co ſay , thas Peter was Biſhop of Rome, and- ye. 
was 
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wasnever at Rome , when the Scripture makes mention 6f 
the Teachers ot that Church , that Paw! could-never find him Gnct 
at Rome , albeit Dionyſins , praiſed by Beflarmine , affiins, 


cap. 3.'that he was at Rome the ſame time with Pau, and w_ 
died with him in one day, Ana this much of - thoſe reaſons, th 
proving that Peter vas never at Rome z although they be + 
not demonſtrative , yet they are . very perſwaſive, Velenus 


ina Treatiſe pwipofly writen of that ſubjeRt , adds many Euſ 
mote, but cheſeare ſufficient in this Compend, __ 
In the next place., we will alledge ſome unanſwerable and 
* reaſons, proving that although Peter had been at Rome, yet 
hg was never Biſhop of Rewe, The firſt is this, "the Office 
of an Apoſtle anda Biſhop ( in the ſtrit ſenſe) are incon- 
ſiſtent in one perſon , a Biſhop is reſt1iRed to a certain Charge, 
but an Apoſtle by inſtitution is bound to have no certain 
Charge, as appears by thoſe words of Chriſt , Go unto the whole 
World, by which words they are exprefly commanded not 
to tye themſelves to any particular place , or at leaſt, it is per- 
mitted them not to tye war el. to a particularplace : bu it 
they had been Biſhops, they were of neceſſity tyed to a par- 
ticular Charge, It any of the Apoſtles had been Biſhops, 
Paul had'as much realofi to be called ſo, as any other of the 
Apoſtles , but we never read , that Paul was Biſhop of any 
particular Church, except only [renevs and ſomevrhers affhim, 
that heand Petey were conjundt Biſhops 0tRome:bur that quite 
deſtroyes Peters Biſhoprick of Rome , as we ſaid before , ſince 
the word Biſhop is taken in a large ſenſe, as they muſt of 
neceſſity confeſle, ſince Bellarmine will not affirm , that Paul 
was B:(hop of Rome, in a proper ſenſe, 

The ſecond reaſon is this , they confeſle that Perer was very 
oft abſent trom Rome, and very long, Carteſius affirms , that 
he was 18, years abſent , onuphrins 7, Bellarmine 5, but it he 
had been Biſhop of Rome , he woul not have been fo long 
from his Charge, They affirm indeed , that he was hindered ; 


but 
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but to omit that he was not hindered ſo long, how comes it, 
that in his abſence he wrote no Epiſtles to his Charge at Rome, 
face he wrote tothe Jews ? And whereas they affirm, that 
he was at Fome when he wrote to the Jews, it is frivolous, 
firſt, becaule we ſhewed before, that his being at Rome at that 
time, depended upon the authority of Papias, the author of 
many tabulous traditions, as was proved by the teſtimony of 
Euſebius, Secondly , albeit he had been at Rowe when he 
wrote thoſe Epiſtles to the Jews, he had much more reaſ(on 
to write to the Romans his own . harge, in ſo long an abſence; 
and fince he did nor, it is evident he was never Biſhop of Rome, 

The third reaſon is, they give Peter three Biſhopricks all 
at one time ( at lezſt , ſome of them, who afhrm Peter was 
Biſhop ot Rome ) They all grant, that Petey was firſt Biſhop 
of Antioch , before he was B ſhop of Rome, except only 
onuphrins , who aſfirms -, that he was firſt Biſhop of Rome, 
and next of Antioch, fo he had two Biſhopricks, Nicephorus, 
lib, 14.cap, 39. affirms, - that Anterius B:i\hop of Rome wrote, 
that Petey transferred his ſeat from Rome to Alexandria: by 
which contradiQions, it appears they have no ground at all 
that Peter was Biſhop of #ome; if it had been tte, what 
needed them have their recourfe to ſuch contradictions ? 

The fourth reaſon is , Be//zrminre affirms, 1b, de pont. Rom, 
that all the right of the ſucceſſion of the Biſhop of Rome to 
Peter is founded upon the comman1 of Chriſt, by which Peter 
went to Rowe and fixed his ſeat there, Bur all thofe almoſt - 
who teſt fie Peter was at Roe, affirm, that the occaſion of his 
going thither was to defeat Simon Magus , neither do. they 
mention any command of Chriſt at all , as the cauſe of Peters 
going thicher, 

The fitth reaſon is, that Petey and Pau/ madea pation, that 
Peter ſhould be Apoſtle of the Jews, Paul of the Gentiles ; 
but if Peter had been Biſhop of Rome, that pation had been 


violated, Bellarmine aniwers, Peters principal charge or 
the 
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the Jews, and Pauls the Gentiles : But it is replyed, if peyes 
had been Biſhop of Rome, his chiet Charge had been the Gen. 
tiles, or elſe he fixed his Chair where his chiet Charge was 
not ; both which are alike abſurd, 

The fixthreaſon is, that Zinus and Cletus were Biſhops gf 
Rome when Peter was alive; whereby it is demonſtrated, thar 
Peter was not Biſhop of Rome, That thoſe were Biſhops when 
Peter was alive , was proved in the tormer Chapter, and like. 
wayes the evaſion of Belarmine to this objection in the ſame 
place was refuted, 

Finally,as we ſhewed in the former Chapter,they who affirm 
Peter was Biſhop of Reme, aftirm allo Paul was conjun& with 
him: whereby it evidently appears, that they take the word 
Biſhop ina large ſenſe, ſince they make Paul his conjun&, and if 
doth not reckon him in the Catalogue of the Biſhops of Rome, 
as we ſhewed in the former Chapter, 

Aud thus we have compendiouſly examined thoſe two fa- 
mous queſtions, firſt, Whether Peter, by drvine inflitatior, 
was Monarch of the Church ? Second. Whether by the command 
of Chriſt, the was Biſhovof Rome, It was proved in the Pre- 
face, that the whole DoRrine ot the Church of Rome , was 
founded upon the ſupremacy ot the B:ſhop of Rome z that the 
ſupremacy of the B:ſhop of Rome conſiſted in this, that he 
ſucceeded to Peter, by divine inſtitution, in the Monarchy of 
the Church : which ſucceſſion again , depended upon two a(- 
ſertions, fi: ſt,”That Peter was Monarch of the Church, by divine 
inſtiwtion; 2, That he was Biſhop of Rome : any of which 
being proven falſe, the ſupremacy ot the Biſhop ot Rome is 4 
cheat, and conſequently alſo, the Do&rine of the Modern 
Church of: Rome depending upon it, as Moon-ſhine upon the 
Sun, as is proteſſed by BeLarmine in the Preface of his Books, 
de pont, Rom, 
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of the ſucceſsion of the Biſhop of Rome to Peter, 


4N the former Book , were diſputed the firſt two 

84 F Queſtions, ot the Supremacy of the B:ſhop of 
: [nd Lf Rome, Viz, Whether Peter was, by divine right, 
Pe <5 Morarch of the Church? 2, Whether he was by 
_ divine 1» ſlitution, Biſhop of Rome ? Now tol- 
loweth the third Queſtion , Whether the Biſk+p of Rome, by 
divine right, ſucceeded to Perer in the Monarchy of the Church 7 
Bellarmineand uthers brag, with great confidence to prove that 


iS 
+ wu 


wn nn 


\ 


3 TheGrandT mpoſtor diſcovered: Part x: 


hedid, but their performance is very little : not ſomuch a; 
one of them, when it comes to the puth, brings any paſſage of 
Scripture to _ It, Except on'y Boziws , lib, 18, cap, z 
where he makes uſe ot two places, the fiſt is Phil, 4 3, = 
words are, And I beſeech thee, faithful yoke-feltow, help thoſe 
women which laboured with me in the Goſpel, with Clement al. 
ſo,and with other my fellyw- labourers , whoſe names are inthe 
book of life, Any reaſonable man would admire , by whar 
Chymiſt:y he can diſtil] rhe fucceſhon of the Biſhop of Rome 
to Peter,out of theſe wores « Hewill tell you, Clement there 
mentioned was Biſhop of Rome: Secondl» , That the cave if 
thoſe women of Phulippi belonged to him , Ergo, he was acu- 
menick Biſhop; otherwayes , how could he have any medling ut 
Philippi, which was ſo far diſtant from Rome ? 

Let us examine-this Logick, it will recreat the Reader: 
Fi:ſt, how knows he that Clement was Biſhop of Rome ? He 
will tell you, that there was one Clement that ſucceeded is 
Peter Biſhop of Rome, 

But we ask him, though that were granted, what then : how 
knoweth he that it is the ſame Clement whom the Apoſtle 
mentions here? He will tell you, his Clement mentioned by 
the Apofile, is called by Paul his fellow-labourer ;, Ergo, he 
was 4 Biſhop , and conſequently deſigned at leaſt Biſhep of 
Rome, 

Buc it is replyed, firſt, It doth not follow that Clement was 
a Biſhop, becauſe he is called by Paul his tellow-labourer, for 
that ſame Argument would conclude Priſcil/a and Aquila, 2 
man and his wite, to be both Biſhops, Rom, 16, Paul calls 
them his fellow-labourers, 

Secondly, Salmero the Jeſuice, preſſed by the Madeburgen* 
ſes that Clement was not cecumenick Biſhop, becauſe Paul calls 
him tellow-labourer , Phil, 4.3 anſweis, That at that time 
Clement was not deſiened Biſhop of Rome, and moors : 

oth 


os Os on ao_ A wo 


} 
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doth not follow: where obſerve how he contradits Bozrxs x 
Bozius concludes he was cecumenick Biſhop deſigned, becauſe 
Paul calls him tellow- labourer z Salmero grants, that it tollows 
he was not defign?2d cecumenick Biſhop, becauſe Paul calls 
him tellow- labourer : Bozims reaſons, he is called tellow- 
labourer, Ergo , he was deſigned cecumenick Biſhop ; Sal- 
mero reaſons, Paul calls him his fellow-labourer, Zr70, he was 
not deſigned cecumenick Biſhop at that time; having no 
other thitt ro elude the Argument of the Madeburgenſes, 

Again, although it were granted, that Pan! meant Clement 
Biſhop of Rome , how proves he that Clement ſucceeded ro 
Teter in the Monarchy of the Church © which is the Queſtion, 

He anſwers you, becauſe Paul deſires his yoke-fellow to aſsif 
him in the care of thoſe women at Philippi: for what ado had 
Clement with women in Philippi, he being deſigned Biſhop of 
Rome, except the care of the Church of Philippi had belonz ed 
unto him, and conſequently he was acumenick _ ? Burto 
omit the bad conſequence of that Argument, he miſtakes the 
words of Paul or their conſtrution z, Paul doth not deſire his 

oke-tellow toaffiſt Clemext in having a care of thoſe women ; 
e only defires him to havea care of thoſe women , who la- 

boured with Pavl himſelf and with Clement in the Goſpel : 
That this is the true meaning of the words, is granted by 
Popiſh Doors themſeives commenting upon this place, as 
Fuſtinianus the Jeſuite, Cardinal _—_ » Lyranus, yea, 
the French Lovaine Bible tranſlates theſe words, a7 ont tra- 
waille auec moy en © Evargile ante Clement, & mes autres co4- 
diuteurs, 

T he ſecond place alledged by Bozixe, is from 2 Per, 1,15, 
I will end:avonr therefore alwayes , that ye alſo may be abl: to 
have remembrance of thoſe things after my departins, 

If ye ask him, how he concludes that rhe Biſhop of Rome 
ſucceeded to Peter from tho'e words? He tells you, Peter 
A 2 promiſeih 
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promiſeth after his death , to put thoſe to mhom + wrote in Os 
membrance of thoſe things , or 10 have a care that they ſhoulg1z. 
member thoſe thixgs, 

It ye askthim , what then? he tells you, Sirce Peter "— 
dead himſelf, he behoved to put them 1n remembrance by another, 
and that other muſt of co Io be one who [ucceeded to himin 
the Monarchy of the Church, Let us retex ths Logick , thae 
the Reader may laugh, 

Firſt he ſuppones, that Peter was to put them inrememly2nce 
by another then himſelf, which cannot be gathered trom Pet x; 
words : heanſwets, Peter himſelf was dead, Ergo, he bel od 
to do it by another, Its replyed, Peter,while he was y*ta! ve, 
might have a care that they ſhould rem.mber thele things 
aſter kis death : Secondly, the whole current of Pop:th DoGtors 
contradicts him, aſſiiming, that Petey promiſeth to have a care 
by himſelf, and not by another, that they ſhould remember 
thoſe things , viz, Fiom this place they p:ove interceſſion of 
Saints; and (o according to them, the meaning of Petey is, tl1a! 
when he is departed, hew:ll intercede for them, Thirdly, the 
t:ue meaning of Petey i5 , that while heis alive, he will en. 
deavour to providethem faithful Paſtors, ro inſtru& them, 
that they may remember thoſe things: and therefore, his 
meaning is nothing leſs then an cecumenick Biſhop : and this 
much of Bozins, 

Bellarmine ſtates the queſtion very perplexedly, and ſo 0b- 
ſcurely, that it appears to any,he is difident ro make out what 


he undertakes : . Firſt , he obſerves tour things, and then he 
tallsa diſputing, 


His firſt obſervation is , That the ſucceſsion of the Biſhep of 


Rome to Peter,in the Monarchy of the Church,is Jure Divino 
But the manner or way of ſucceſsion, ratio ſucceſſionis, depends 
«pon the faft of Peter : which diſtintionot pellarmins is very 
ooſcureand implicating z he explains himſclt,chat Perer might 
neve: 
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never have fixed his ſeat at Rome , and therefore it depends 
wp11 the ta of Peter , that the Biſhop of Rome ſucceeds to 
him: but Þe had ſaid betore, thot Peter had fixed his ſeat ac 
Rome, by the command ot Chriſt; how can any make ſenſe of 
thoſe expreſſions ? he invoiv.s himſelf here [n many contra- 
ciRions ; fiſt !;e aff ms, that the ſucceſſon of the B:thop of 
Rome to Peter inthe Monarchie of the Church, is Fare diving, 
or by inſtitution of Chiiſt , but that the Biſhop of Rome (uc- 
ceeded to Peter in the Monarchie of the Church, is not Fure 
divino, but depenc's upon the taR of Peter : which is as much 
to ſay, that the ſuccerſion of the Biſhop of Rame to Peter is 
Fare divino, and yet the Biſhop of Roxve fucceeded not Fure 
dArVINo, 

Secondly , he afh ms, That it depended upon the fat of 
Peter, that he was biſhop of Rome: and yet he laith , lib, 2, 
Fund atur Jus [uccesſionts Pontificum Romanorum , in eo , quod 
Petrus Rome /uam ſed:m, jubente Domino, collocaverit , atque 
ibidem uſque ad mortem ſederit;, That is, the rieht of the 
F:ſhap of Rom's ſucceſſion is founded in this, viz, that Peter at 
the command of Chriſt, fixed his 61ſhoprick at Rome, and did 
fit Biſhop there till his death, How can thoſe two confi!t to- 
gether 2 Fuſt, Pcter was exprefly commanded by Chriſt to fix 
his Biſhoprick at Romez Secondly, and yet notwithſtanding, 
it was in Peters option whether he ſhould do ſo or not 2 He 
might be further prefled, bur it is ſufficient to anſwer kere/ ro 
emit hs conttadictions ) that all h:s ſuppoſitions are tale: fi: ſt, 
it is talſe, that the ſucceſſion of the Biſhop of Rom: to Peter is 
Ture divino, Secondly, It is falſe , that the Biikop of Rowe 
lucceeded to Peter, becauſe Peter fixed his ſeat at Rome, ſince 
it was proved in the tormer Book, that Petey was not Biſhop of 
Rome at all, Thircly it is moſt falſe, that Perer at the com- 
mand ot Chriſt, fixed his ſeat at Rome, ne ther doth lie bring 
any thing to ptove it, beſide his own afle:tion - theſe _ 
Places, 
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places, Matth, 16. 18, and 19, and Joh, 21,15, ( though it 
were granted that Peter was ordained by Chriſt Monurch of 
the Chu:ch by them, which was proved talſe in the tormer 
Book ) mentions nothing of the fixing his ſeat at Rome, 

The ſecond obſervation of Bellarmine is this, If ye abſolutely 
aſk ( ſaith he) if the Brſhop of Rome, by divine inſtitution, be 
Monarch and Head of the Church it is anſwered, certainly he is 
Where he involves himſelf in another contradiction: in the 
former obſervation he affirmed, that the Biſhop of Rome his 
ſucceſſion to Peter depended upon the fat of Peter , which 
F hegranted was changable z but nothing can be by divine inſti- 

tution, which depends upon an uncertainty, 

His third obſervation is very admirable , The Biſhip of 

; Rome, as the =P of Rome, (ſaith he) ſuccceds not toPeter 
= divino,and yet eft de fide z that is,we are oblieged to be- 
ieve it, aSan article of Faith - which is very myſterious lan- 
guage, how can we belive that by divine Faith , which isnor 
revealed by God * he anſwers, We are oblieged'to believe it, « 

well as that Paul left his Cloak and Parchwents at T roas, 

Bur it is replyed, thoſe things are expreſly mentioned in 
Scripture, and its very ſtrange, that the Scripture ſhould men- 
tion the Cloak and Parchments of Pau/ , and not mention the 
Roman B:ſhoprick of Peter, or the Biſhop of Rome's ſucceſſion 
to Peter, 

Bellarmine goeson, They are not mentioned expreſly, but dt- 
duced by neceſſar conſequence out of Scripture, It ye ask him 
from what places of Scriptures he tells you, 1ts 4 traditios 

Apoſtolick : It yeask him how he proves that ? he cells you,by 
Conncills, Fathers, Inſtitution of Biſhops, Appellations,@c. and 
ſo he takes up the whole diſpute, by producing ſuch probati- 
ons : Where the Reader may obſerve, that atter ſuch bragin?s 
of the ſucceſſion ot the Biſhop of Rome Fure divino, inthe 
Monatchie of the Church,the Mountains have brought __ 2 
Moule, 
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Mouſe, viz, he brings nothing but perverted Teſtimonies of 
the Aucients , falfly tranſlated , and many of them forged, 
others mutilated, «s ſhall appear in this, and the next two 
followine Books z where allo it ſhall be proved, by the 
Teſtimonies of thoſe ſame Councells and Fthers, pre- 
| tended by him, that the ſucceſſion of the B:ſhop of Rome to 
J Peter in the Monatchie of the Church, is a meer fiction, nor 
known to the Anc ents of the firſt ſix Centuries: Its true 
indeed,that ſome ambit.ous Biſhops of Rome, contending with 
the Biſhops of Co:ſtantinople tor the Primacy , ( which con- 
tention did begin atter the Council of Chalcedon, Anno 4s 3. ) 
invented this fition of the ſucceſſion of the Biſhop of Rume \ 
r0Petey : But thit it was a new invented fiction, appeats by two 
reaſons - The fiiſt is, becauſe the Council of Chalcedon, Ca- 
non 28, made the B:ſhop of Conſtantinopleequal in Juriſdidtion 
to the Biſhop of Rome, Its true indeed, the ,aid Council gave 
| the firſt place in dignity to the Biſhop of Rome, but it appears 
expreſly by the words of the Canon, that it was not by any 
reaſon of 1ucceſſion to Peter , but only becauſe Rome was the 
chiet imperial City z the words in the Original are, 4:2 73 4a: 


, 2+. uv Thy a>. 44sirny, becaule Rome Was the imperial City : where 
it is to be obſerved , that Aerivs for the Biſhop of Conſtanti- 
nople,and Paſchaſinus tor the Biſhop of Rome, had pleaded with 


great animuſity for the Primacy betore the ſaid Council, both 
alledging the ſixth Canon of theCouncil of Neice,(Paſchaſinus 
not mentioning T# es Petrus at all ) in. the end, the Council 
having heard them bothat length, pronounced in favour of the 
Biſhop of Conſtantinople , interpreting the ſixth Canon of the 
Council of Neice , as making all the Patriarchs equal in JuriC- 
dition with the B:lhop of Rome: after which Decree of the 
Council, the following Biſhops of Reme deviſed Tu es Petrys, 
| pleading for the Primacy, 


The 
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The ſecond reaſon is,that in the latter end of the fixthCeq. 
tury,PelaginsSecundus and Gregorius Primus, Biihops of gay, 
pleaded with great animoſity againſt a vi{t>le Head of the 
Church,as Derogatory toChriſt - and Gregor:vs amongſt other 
reaſons, uſeth this for one, that Peter was not univer (al Apoft'e 
or wiſible head of the Chu:ch, Epiſtola 32, but more of thar 
hereaiter, Since then before the latter end of the fitth Are 
never any Biſhop of Rowe pleaded the (u:ceſhion by Peter untg 
the Monarchie of the Church , and ſince Gregorius in the he. 
£1nning of the ſeventh Age expreſly diſputed againſt ic, ir is 
evident, that the ſucceſſion of the Biſhop of Rome to Peter, is 1 
new deviſed fiction : yea, it ſhall be proved, /:b,5 that the ſaid 
ſucceſſon to Peter was held no articleof Faith in the Church 
of Rome, before theeleventh Age, and not then neither, with- 
out great contention, 

Bellarmin's fourth obſervation is this, That the univer(al 
Biſhoprick , and the Biſhoprick of Rome , are not two Biſhy- 
ricks, niſi potentia, and therefore they are but one Biſhoprick : 
wherein he expreſly contradicts himſelf , he ſaid betore, that 
the ſucceſſion of the Biſhop of Rome to Peter in the Monarchie 
of the Church was Fure 4ivino,but as he was Biſhop of Rome, 
it was not F ure divino; now he makes them one Biſhoprick, 
but how can that confi , fince he had made them before two, 
whereof the one was Fure divino, and the other not ? 

Secondly, Bellarmine m1y beasked, Whether the Pope be 
Biſhopof Rome, becauſe he is univerſal Biſhop? or it he be 
univerſal Biſhop, becauſe he is Biſhop of Rome ? ( one of the 
two muſt of neceflity follow, fince they are on Biſhoprick in 
effeR, and diſtin only potentia) if he affirm he is Biſhop of 
Rome, becauſe he is uniyerſal Biſhop, then it followeth, that 
Peter had been Biſhop of Rome, although he had never been at 
Rome : and conſequently, he was Biſhop of Rome, when he was 
Biſhop of Antioch, It he affirm, be is univerſal Biſhop , be- 
caule 
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cauſe he is B ſhop of Rome, it follows, he is univerſal Biſhop, 
becauſe he ! $2 particular Bt ſhop, which is aga:nſt nature, and 
r 1e.fon - ind this much ot the ſtating of theque ſtion, 

3: «armine having ſtated the queſtion, falls a diſputin2, and 
ir2pN 24:5 by his f:ſt A: gument more <: ſtinctly , what he 

nz:ns, which 0rd pus h:m(elt could not gather trom his ſtatin? 
0: the queſt:on : his Arzument is this, Aer other of xece(ſity 
beloved to ſuccee 4 to Peter in the Monarchy of th: Church, Jure 
Civino, but no other but the Biſhop of Rome could ſucceed to him, 
Ergo, the Biſhop of Rome ſucceeded ro him. That one ot other 
dehoyed to ſucceed to Peter , he proves by ſix reaſons, which 
neffc& is the {um 2nd teperition of all choſe two prolix dit- 
puts of his,that the Government of the Church is Pare divins 
_ rchi call, and that Petey ws the ſaid Monarch, 

His fi. (t -eaſon S, Becauſe the Church is the end of a Biſhoprick: 
Fnce the Church is one , therefore there muſt be one Biſhop i the 
Church, 

Pur it is anſwered, Chriſt is that one B.ſhop - that the 
Chu-ch ſhould have any other B ſhop under Chriſt as a 
viſtole head, Be'/armene luppones ta! ly , its a fort of d:{(puting 
called Petit princ'pit, W here the thing is taken as oranted, 
which is the ſl ite of the queſtion, 

His [econd : eaſon is, That in the times of the Apoſtles the 
Charch Lad awviſivle he +4 wnder Chriſt : But the Government of 
the Church is ever the ſame, 

But its anſwered, it is falſe, thae in the times of the 
Avoſties the Church hada viſible head, as wasprolixly, 
provec, {ib r, 

His third reaſon is of the ſame mertal, Foh, 21,15, Chriſt 
[2.thto Peter, Paſce coves meas, Fred my Sheep, 
= it is anſwered , that pafſige was prolixly anſwered 
"tor 

His four threaſon is,by feedin? of the ſhrep of Chriſt,is meaned, 

B feeding 


C, 
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feeding of all the Sheep of | hr1/1 w:c) none but one viſible Hug 


could ao, But that obje&t On 1 ) aniwered beto: e, lib, 1, 
His fitth reaſon =, 1:9 , La. 0 TC herd cannit (ay 
unto the feet, I hav! » 112%@ 6 144, From which place he rec 


ſons thus: The Church (11th he) is compared to a humane 
Birdy with a Head, here t' e Hrad is biought in ſpeaking to the 
Membr 5,that it cannot [ay,] have no nee 0: you: 0-,which is all 
one, this Headof the Chu ch hath ne-d of the Members, but this 
muſt be another Herd thenChriſt , becauſe chriſt hath no need of 
the Members, 

But it is anſwered , this is a flit abuſing of Scripture: the 
ſcope of the Apoſtle in that place is to ſhow, that although 
ſome in the Chuich have more excellent Gitrs then others; 
yer, the tellowſhip and endeavou.s ot thoſe of mean Gitts is 
neceſſar, for the edification of the Church . which he proves, 
by a ſimilitude taken trom a humane Body, where ſome Mem- 
bersare more noble, as the Head, ſomelels, as the Feet: 
* And (ſaith he) as the Head cannot ſay unto the Feet, I 
* have no need of you, or ye are not neceſſary to the Body; 
* So they of more excellent Gitts in the Church, cannot ſay 
© unto thoſe of meaner Gifts, we have no need of you, net- 
© ther are ye neceſſary for the edification of the Church: 
T hat this is the true expoſition of this place, appears 
by the Interpretation of all the Ancients , as Ambroſiss, 
Chryſoſtomus , Theophyladtus , whoſe Interpretation is alſo 
tollowed by thoſe two Eto of the School-men Lombard: 
and Aquinas, neither did ever any Interpreter dream to prove 
a viſible Head out of this place , before the times of the Je- 
ſuires, as Bellarmine, Sanderns and Turrianus, Their reaſon 
1s moſt ridiculous, There is but cone Head of the Body , ( lay 
they) to which the Church is compared ; Ergo, there is but 
one Head in the Church, Which Argument may be retorted 
thus, There are but two Feet in the Body , to which the 

Church 
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Church is compared; Ergo, there are but two Feet in the 
Church, or two only in the Church , who have meaner Gifts, 
T he Sophiſtry dilcovers it ſelt z tor according to the Interpr e- 
tat.on of the Ancients, that one Head of the Body aniwets to 
many perſons in the Church, as appeats by the 70, Epiſtle of 
B:ſiltus to the B:ſhops of 7raly and France , where he hath 
theſe words, Cum igitur non poſsit Caput Pedibus dicere, Non 
eſtts mthi neceſſarii , omnino non toterabitis nos abdicari , Since 
the Head cannot ſay unto the Feet , ye are not neceſſary , ye will 
not [uffer us to be abdicated, or cut off Herepeats the ſame 
words, Epiſt, 77, to the Tranſmarine Bilhops, Likewayes, 
Primaſius , Otcumenins , and the Author of choſe Cominen- 
caries attributed to Hieronymus , compares all Biſhops to tha 
one Head of the Body, and ſo doth Aquinas, to which he com- 
pares alſo the Civil Magiſtrates, And this much of that 


| head, mentioned 1 Cor, 12, 21, 


Bellarmin'”s laſt reaſon to prove, That the Government of the 
Church is Jure Divino Monarchical, and conſequently, that one 
or other behoved to ſucceed to Peter, is taken trom the High 
Prieſt in the Old Teſtament; under whom the Government of 
the Church was Monarchical , Ergo, (faith he) the Govern- 
ment of the Church under the New Teſtament , is Jute Divino 
Monarchical under one viſible Head, 

But it is anſwered, firſt , many things were in the Church- 
government in the Old Teſtament, which are not in thar of 
the New; and therefore the Argument doth not follow, 
Secondly, Bellarmine could not have produced a ſharper Sword 
to cut his own throat « tor the High prieſt in the Old Teſta- 
ment was a Type of Chriſt, and as the ſaid H:gh prieſt gover- 
ned the Church, without a viſible Head under h:m inthe 
Old Teſtament; So Chriſt governs the Church in the N: w 
Teſtament, without a viſible Head under him, And e''is much 
of thoſe reaſons , by which ;* llarmine encdeavou:s to prove, 

py lax 
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that one or other behoved to ſucceed to Peter in the Monarchy of 
the Church, 

In the next place he endeavours to prove ,- that the Biſho 
of Rome ſucceeded to him z which he doth thus: Zitrer the 
Biſhop of Antioch, or elſe the Brſbop of Rome, ſucceeded to Peter 
in the Monarchy of the Church : but not the Biſhop of Antioch, 
Ergo, the Brſhep cf Rome, , 

Bur it is aniwered, fi:ſ ir is falſe, that either the Biſhop of 
Antioch, or the Biſhop of Rowe ſucceeded to Peter in the Mq- 
narchy ot- the Church, ſince we proved betore, that Peter was 
not Monarch of the Church himſelt, and therefore no Biſhop 
cou'd ſucceed him in the Monarchy of the Chu ch, Second- 
ly, We proved alſo in the laſt Chapter ot the fi:ſt Buok,that 
Peter was Biſhop of no particular Church, Thirdly, though 
it were granted, that either the Biſhop of Antioch, or the Bis 
ſhop ot Rowe,behoved to ſucceed to Peter in the Monatchy of 
the Church, the Biſhop of Anrizch ought to be preferred to 
the B:ihop of Rome; becauſe we have Scripture expreſle that 
Peter was at- Antioch, but none art all that ke was ar Rowe z, bu: 
on the contra:y, it :ppears by intall:ible preſumprions from 
Scripture, that he ws n-ver at Rome, a$ wis proved in the 
laſt Chapter of the former Book , whete it was alio proved, 

that the Teſt:montes ot choſe Farhers, by which Peter was 
proved to be at Rome, were grounded on the Authority of 
Pappias , an Author metiting no cred:t , in the opinion 0! 
Enſelins, 

Bellarmize in the next place endeavonts to prove, T hat the 
B:ſhop of Rome ſucceeded to Peter inthe Monr1ehy of the Church, 
by ſeveral general Arguments; As, 1, Teſtimonies of general 
Councils, 2. Of Biſhops of Rome themſclues, 3, of Greek 
Fathers, 4, Of Latine Fathers, 5, From Ficcars, 6, From 
Right of Appellations, 7, From exemption from 1udgement, 

8, From ordination of Brſhops, 9. From Laws, Diſpenſation: 


and Cenſures, 10, From Names or T ies, an 
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In the following Books, we ſhall not miſs one of his Argu- 
ments of any moment unanſweted, and not retorted, But, to 
avo:d repetitions, we will alter his method, diſt.nguiſhing the 
Biſhop of Romes ſucceſſion to Peter 1n ſeveral Intervals, as 
w.* ſhewed in the Prelacc of this Treatiſe : in this ſecon4 Book, 
we w:ll d:ſpute the (uccefſon of the Biſhop of Rome to Peter, 
in the Monarchy of the Church , from the Cayes of the 
Apoſlles,untill the death of Cyprian; that is,untill anno,260, 
o! thereabout , inſifing-moſt upon rhele four tollowing par 
ticulars : 

Firſt, we will diſpute the occaſion of the opinion of Aerins, 
by whom tt was maintained, unto cap, 5. 

In the {ſecond place we will diſpute, that there was no Office 
in the Chuich during that interval , above that ot a B ſhop, 
u"ro cap. 9, 

In the third place, we will anſwer what is objected for the 
Supremacy of the P ſhop of Rome 1n that interval by our ad- 
VE114i1ES, Unto cp I 2, 

Fer thly, we will ex:mine ſeveral forgeries, pretended by 
our a=veiſaiies tor te Supicmacy of the Biſhop of Roxre in 
that interval, Ot which .n order, 


CHAP. IT, 


The occaſion of the opinion of Aer.us , who were his follower:, 
and what the B1[hop of Rome was at fi: ft in their epinior* 


Ome Proteſtants tumble at the word Hierarchy, 2nd will 
& needs have the word Hrerednlia put in the place of ir, 
the firſt word in the Original fignitying Church raling, 

the laſt Church-miniſtry : However, that tlie Church H1e- 
rarchy or Hieroaulic , inſtituted by the Apoſtles, confiſted of 
Biſhops, P:esbyte:s and Deacpns, is denyed by aon- ; 25 1# 
civil tamilies , ſome {cryants had titles of honour giyen them, 
ang 
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and were called T5191 >1MAJores domus familiam ducentestruſties, 
maſter-houſh1/ds rulers, of the family, others were called by the 
common name of Servants : So in the Miniſtry of the Church 

ſome Miniſters had titles of honour given them, an& were called 
67194072 ,0ver (ters, B: mary resbyters, Elders;all othe: 
Miniſters of the C hu:tch were called 4axar0;, Deacons, which is 
as much as to ſay, Miniſters, or were called by the name of 
Miniſters common to them all, Thole titles of z:/b-p and 
Preſbyter are borrowed by a metaphor from the civil admi. 
niſtration z they who ruled Cities of old among the Jews and 
Grecians were called Presbyters, and rulers of Provinces were 
called eTiqzew4, Biſhops, Overſeers, as appeats by 1 Maccab, r, 
All other Church Miniſters were called Deacons or Miniſters 
{tmply, 

In hs times of the Apoſtles, Biſhops were called Presbyte's, 
and Presbyrers Biſhops, ſo Tit. 1, thoſe who are called Preſ- 
byters, verſe 5, arecalled Biſhops, verſe 7, It appears alſo by 
Philip,1, and 1 Tim, 3, and Ads 20, that the Rulers of 
Churches in one City are called Biſhops in the plural number; 
which could not be, if Presbyters were not called Biſhops, 
fince there could be but one Biſhop in one Ciry, as all know, 
Thoſe alſo who lived at the ſame time with the Apoſtles, 
ſpeak atter the ſame manner : Clement Biſhop of Rome, men- 
tioned by Paul , and familiar with him in his Epiſtles direRed 
to the Corinthians! which Epiſtle is mentioned by Hicronymus, 
but never (een, till of late Cyrillus , Patriarch of Conſtantine- 
ple, (ent it from the Bibliothick of Alexandria to King James, 
as 4 precious monument of Antiquity ) calls the Rulers ot the 
Church of Corinth Biſhops in the plural number, direRing his 
Epiſtle to the Biſhops and Deacons of Corinth : and likewayes 
in the body ot his Epiſtle , he calls thoſe very perſons Biſhops 
in one place, whom he calls Presbyters in another, Polycarpus 
alſo direRs anEpiſtle to thePresbyters and Deacons of ?hiljppi, 


and 


 #—» 
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an1 in the ho''v of his Fpiſtle he calls theſe very perſons 
(hops: ths # ye.,rpus was the diſciple of Fohn, 

This n/nn*1 of peaking continued unto the latter end of 
the ſecond Age Irerens, who liver about that time, in an 
Epiſtle to YidFor B:ſhop of Rome, calls the predeceſſors of the 
ſud Victor, Preſbytrrs,puling t' e Chu chof Rome : Likewayes, 
whom he calls Pre/byrers, /1b, 3, cap. 2, in the very next 
Chipter hecalls B:ſbopsz and again, /16, 4, cap, 43. he calls 
them Preſbyters, Pius alſo Biſhop of Rome, inan Epiſtle to 
Juſtus Biſhop of Vienna, ſpeaking of the (ucceſſion ot Biſhops 
in ſeveral Places,calls it a ſucceſſion of Preſbyters, Other Teſti= 
monies might be multiplied to this purpole, bur it is needleſle, 
ſince it is conteſled by Belarmine and Petavins , that in thoſe 
' primitive times, Presbyters were called Bilhops, and- B:ſhops 
| Presbyters promiſcuouſly, 

Aerins, who lived about the midleof the fourth Age, be- 
7 lieved tor that reaſon, that the Office of a Biſhop and a 
f Presbyter in thoſe times was one and the fame and that no 

Biſhop was Fure Divino, above a Presbyter : which opinion 

Epiphanins, Hereſte 75, calls Furioſum dogma , and for that 

reaſon, ranks Aerivs among Hereticks: but he anſwers the 

Arguments of Aerins vere childiſhly, in the opinion of 
«. Zellar mine him(elt;for when Aerizs objetted thoſe formentio. 
| ed paſſages of Scripture, naming many Biſhops in one City, 
Epiphanins anſwers , the reaſon is, Becauſe in theſe times 
there was ſuch penury of Presbyters , that many Biſhops were 
in one City : then which anſwer , nothing is more ridicu« 
| lous, However, the authority of Epiphanins is of no more 
weight to make any Opinion Herefte, then the authority of 
ſome other Fathers, who declared them Heteticks who 
maintained the Antipodes, Awertinns, bib, 3, Anal, Auguſtinus 
alſo ſeems to call Aerius an Heretick , but its very like, that 


he calls him ſo for ſome other reaſon,-then denying the _—_ 
right - 
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right of Biſhops - other things were laid to the charge of 
Acrins ( how juſtly is doubted ) it may be alſo that Auzaſtingg 
eakes Hereſie in large ſenſe as it comprehends Schiſme : tor he 
profeſleth himſelt in that place, he knoweth not what is the 
regular diſtinRtion of Hereſie, That Schilmaricks were ſome, 
times called Hereticks, appears by the ſixth Canon of the 
fi:ſt Council ot Conſtantineple,which,1n codice canonim,'s [ 69, 

That Auzuyſtine called not Aerivs an Heretick, tor denying 
the d:vinz:1ghr of Biſhops, but only tor making a ſeparation 
upon that 2ccount, or elie tor ſome other reaſon, is evident ; 


of becauſe, not only A»gnſtines himfelt , but alſo many others gf 


the moſt eminent Fathers, ſeem to be of the ſ2me opinion with 
Atrins,as Medina conteſleth;and althouzh Bellarminean! Peta- 
wins reprehend Medina for ſo (aying.yet in end, both are torced 
to acknowledge,that ſome ot thoſe Fathers were of that opini- 
on, Likewayes, many Popiſh Doors came very nea: thc opi- 
nion of Aerzss ; all the Proteſtant D:vincs abro2d,tor rhe moſt 
p_ are of that opinion; an{ many learned Proteſtints ac 
ome, as Whitaker, Reynolds , &:, although ſom? eminent 
Engliſh Div:nes be againſt ic, as Andrews , Hall , and other 
lexrned men, However, it is certain, that none were more 
ſubmiſſive to Epiſcopal Government amoneſt the ancient 
Fathers, and ſome of the modern Doors, then thoſe who 
diſpute expreſly againſt the divine righe of Biſhops, as 4u- 
guſtinus queſt, tor, upon 1 Tim, 3. Hilarius upon the lame 
place,and Iikewayts upon Epheſ, 4, Hrieronymns in his Epiſtle 
to Euazrins,and likewayes uvon Tet, 1, « Ambroſins ( as he is 
cited by Amalarins) upon Tim, 3, Chryſoſftomus and his ad- 
mirerTheophylattus, Primaſins &cumenins Sedulius upon Tit.l, 
and among the late Fathets, Amalarins,Iſidorus, Raharus Mau 
rus; amongſt the Popiſh Divines,Cuſanvns, lib, 2, de concordia 
Catholica, cap. 13, Contarenus 2nd Diony us, Carthnſianus on 
Philip, 1, Durandus in Rational , lib. 2, cap, de $:cerdotibus, 
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and likewayes upon the ſentences, /b. 4, diſt. 34. q, 5, Mar* 
filrus Patavinus, dit, 2,cap, 15, Haymo on Philip, 1, Aſoriu? 
the Jelu.ce, 7,2, 2 2, cap, 16. All which Popiſh Doctors 
came ve: y near the op:nion of Aerins , and yet were very, ſub* 
m:five ro Epiſcopal Government : Whitaker, a moſt ſtout 
detencer ot Aerius, yet was moſt ſubm.ſſive to the Ep ſcopa! 
Goveinment, and many ot the moſt em:nent Divines abroad, 
who detenced the opinion of Aerims, yet in their Epiſtles ro 
ſeveral Engl ſh Divines, they exhort diflatisfied perions, to 
ſubmit ro the Government of the Church ot England: 
which in effe is, the ſame with that Church Gove:nment 

which waseſtabl.ithed by the fi: ſt genera! Council of Nezce, 
Thoſe who tollow the opinion of Aerins , affirm , that the 
Biſhop of Reme, in the beginning, was nothing elle bur the 
h1{t Presbyter, or firſt ordained Presbyter , amongſt the Preſ- 
byters of the Church of Rome: Hilarins by many cited hy the 
name of Ambroſius) upon Fph,q, afh: ms, that in thoſe ptim:tive 
times, a B ſhop was nothing elſe but promus Fresbyter, that is, 
Presbyter of oldeſt ordination, and hecying , the next in order 
coming to be fi: ſt Presbyter, became hoc ipſo B.ſhop, without 
2ny new ordination; as appears by the the ſame Author, 
1 Tim, 3, wheie he exprefly affiims, when any is ordained 
Sacerdos , he is orda.ned both F:ſhop and Ptesbyrer , tor, 
ſaith he, Una ft ordinatio Presbyteri & Epiſcopi, quia uterque 
eft Sacerdos, That is, 7 he 0: d13ation; of a Biſhop and Presbyter 
in one, becauſe bath are 'rieſts : Whe-nce it appears that Bel 
larmine ts m:\tiken, who aſh1ms, that a fiſt Presbyter be- 
hoved to be ordained of new, when he became Biſhop, ac- 
cord'ng to the opinion of that Author : Peravius grants, that 
4 h t Presbyter became B (hop, withour any new to: mall OT* 
din-t'on, but it was requ fite that he ſhould be conſecrated by a 
ſecret umpoſition of hinds,called by him ww -749n y4poronerthar 
is, a myſtical imp«ſitzon of hands j but he brings no —_ 
le 


> 
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heonly affirmsir, Weread of ſuch a ſecret impoſition of 
hands , not in that caſe ,, but in other two : the firſt is, when 
Miletins troubled all eAg1pt by his o:daining without au. 
thority, thoſe whom he o1ca.ned were not formally re-ordains 
ed, but only contec!ared by that ſ-crer 1mupoſition of hands, 
or privat impoſition of hands, as witnefleth Theodoretus, 11h, 1, 
cap, 10, The othier cale is , thoie who were bapr zed by 
Hereticks , were not re-baptizec, but only ano-ntcd with the 
Chriſme, together with that ſecret :-poſitron of hands : both 
the one and the other caſe is mentioned by Juſtiras, in Re 
of 1995. ad Orthodox. Tt is tobe obſerved, that a)thon2h the 
firſt Presbyter was called Biſhop, Antonrmaſitce, vet the 
other Presbyters were called Biſhops z and the ft Presbyter 
ſometimes Epiſcepus Epiſcoporum, Brſbop of Biſhops , (o the 
Apoſtle J ames 1s called by Clement, when the (aid Fames was 
Biſhop ot firſt Presbyter of Feru/alem : whence appears, the 
weakneſs of that objeion of Bellarmine, prov.ng that the 
Biſhop of Reme was reputed oecumenick Biſhop, becauſe he !3 
tiled by ſome, Epiſcopus Epiſcoporum, Biſh'p of Biſhops, 


C HAP, III, 


' A 7 r PT; J "AT ; 
Conjectures of Aerians , concerning the original, progreſs , ans 


wniver {al eſtabliſhment of Epiſcopacy, 
+ He firſt ſtep then of the Biſhop of Rewe (in the opinion 


of thoſe who tollow Aeris ) was trom a firſt Preſ- 

byter to a Bithop, - etore the timethat Biſhops 
and Presyters Fere diſtinguiſhed, all Presbyrers were c:lled 
Biſhops, bur after that t:me, no Presbyrer was called Biſhop, 
35 Ambroſins ( cited by Amatarius ) aſhrms, on 1 Tim. 3, The 
% ord Biſþop in oreek $71cao7 Imports 25 much 28an overſeer: 
thoſe who had the overſight of any charge were called by the 
1 2CIans $917%eT4, Bijhops ; ſo we find in Xenophon PhySnT 
called, 
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called, And inother Authors Moderators of Cont:overſtes,and 
Viſicorsot Cities amongſt the Arhenians, were called B.ſhops, 
Ru-ers 0tP:ovinces,or who were (et overProvinces,1 Maccab,r, 
a:ecalled e71guo74, Biſhops, Yea,in thegloſles of the old G! zxci- 
ans, Kings are called Biſhops: HeJychins amongſt his gloſtes hath 
117417 (e704 in the lame lenſe in which they are cailed by 
Homer, >awy wap, Paſtors of the people ;, by which it appears 
( it we durſt affirm it ) that Sa/maſtus iS ina miſtake, afhrming 
that —_ is only a word ot care, tutelage, or curatory , and 
not a word of rule or command : Bellarmine allo is ina miſtake, 
who eludes that paſſage of Auguſtin? , a Biſhop is greate® 
then a Presbyter by conſuetude ; affirming the mean.ng of 
Auzuſiine tobe, that before the t:mes ot Chriſtians, the 
word &i(hop was nota title of honour , but by the conſueruye 
ot Chriſtians, it became to be (o, 

The time when Epiſcopacy did fi:ſt begin , is gueſſed to he 
abour the latter end of the ſecond Age, when Y:&o- was Bi- 
ſhop of Rome : which conjecture is proved by two reaſons : 
The fi:ſt is this, Ambroſius on 1 Tim. 1.3, (as he is cited by 
Amalarins ) affirms , That after Epr|copacy was brought in, 
Presbyters were called no more Biſh1ps as th:y were before , nor 
were Biſhops called Presbyters : but we read in the Epiſtles of 
Viftor, that Presbyters are called Biſhops, and Biſhops Presbyters, 
2s was betore-mentioned ; bur atter the time of Fi&or we 
find, that neither Biſhops are called Presbyters, nor Presbyters 
Biſhops : whereby it is very probable, that in thoſe dayes a 
B:ſhop was diſtinguiſhed from a Presbyter, The ſecond rea- 
ſon is this, 12nativs ( falſly believed ro be the Diſciple of 
Fohn) lived about that time, and in his Epiſtle ro the Magne- 
fians,calls Epiſcopacy '«w7:gizar T2511, 4 new Ordination, whence 
it appears, it did beg'n about that t'me, That the ſaid 72na- 
tius lived in thoſe dayes (and conſequently could not be that 


Igonatins who w:s the diſciple of John) appears , becauſe he 
C 2 men- 
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mentions the hereſie of Yalentinus, who firmed, that Cy; 
proceeded from Siges ; which He efte w.s never heard of, ri11 
immediatly before the times of Y:For z, and therefq.erhe (ud 
17patius behoved tolive atter the time of Yalentinns,and cn. 
ſequently about the time of Yidor, To which tworeatons, 
may be add:d a third , (viz,) That the ſaid Magnehans an 
Tralliani were (o averſe from ieceiving of B:ſhops, (5 it thoſe 
Tralliani had been ſo called atter Mr, Robert Trail) that 1794. 
tins was forced ro pend much Rherorick, to perſwade them 
to. receive a Biſhop: but ir is very uni:tke they would hive 


o been (o retratory, if Biſhops had been among them trom the 


beg.nning: And this much ot the original of Epi copacy, 
As tor the progreſs; Biſhops were not. b:cught in, in all 
places at one gime, but by degrees, firſt at one plice, then ar 
another: Ir is very like they fi:ſt began at Rome, and that 
Viftor was the firſt Biſhop that ever was, he wis a very a!pire- 
in2 man, an for his preſumption, was tharply rebuked by Jr 
neus, and bitterly mocked by Tertul/ian : and theretore, it's 
very unlike ſuch an alteration ot Government coul.! begin in 
any other City then Rome , which was the chict Imprrial 
City : tor which reaſon, Potextior principalitas, a mote powers 
tul principality was attributed to the Church of Roms by Irt- 
nevus, by reaſon of which ( faith he ) and alſo by reaſon that 
the Traditions of the Apoſiles were preſerved more purely 
there, it is neceſſary that all Churches conform themſe'rzs to 
that Charch, 
That Epiſcopacy was not eſtebliſhed in all places at once, 
in alike pertetion ,- is evident bv three reaſons, The 6: is, 
when Presbyrers in other p/aces had no ordinarion , they had 
it ſt llat Alexandria unto the times of Heraclas an Dionyſus, 
which was about Anno 235, 25 15 teſtified by 4mbroſins ( by 
!ome thought Hilarins) on Epheſ, 4. and Anguſiinue ( it be 
>: the Author ) on Tim, 1,3.queſt, 101, upon the Ol and 
New 


. 
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New Teſtament, and Hieronymns in his Epiſtles to Enagrins, 
The ſecond reaſon is, when B:ſhops only confirmed 1n the 
Weſt, P:esbyrers confi: med thioughout all the Eaſt, as is 
teſtified by Cyri us tr roſol mitanus,un his Catechile de Chriſ- 
mate , and Severus Alexandrins , de Ritibus Baptiſmi, The 
third reaſon is , when in many places Biſhops ha. tole ordina- 
tion and tole ju iſcition, in Africa they were inhibited , and 
exp"eſly to:bicden, either to ordain or to exerciſe juriſd:;on, ® 
w:thou. concuirence of Presbyters, as appeats by the 22, and 
24, Canons of the tou:th Council of Carthage, - 

W n:n Ep:icopacy was untvetlally eſtabliſhec, was as uncer= & 
tains when it fi. ſt began, Hieronymus affi ms, it was decreed 
throuzh the whole world , Ambroſius or Hilarins affirms, it 
w1s <ſtabliſhed proſprciente concilion but none could tell , as 
B.(hop Hat objeRs, what e.ther the one or the other meaned 2 
bur of late it is diſcovered , that both mean the 4, Canon of 
the fi: ſt Council of Nezce, Entychins Patriarch of Alexan- 
dria, :n his Books de or1211ibus (newly publiſhed in Arabick 
and Latine by S-ldeans ) teſtifies, that Alexander Biſbop of 
Alex:indria, did take the power of ordination from the Prezby* 
ters there, who bef»re that time had the power of ordainins theiy 
Biſhop. And fiace F ntychins afhirms, that the ſa:d Alexander 
was preſent at the Counc:] of Nezce, without all queſtion, ke 
inhibited Presbyters to ordain the B ſhop ot Alexandria , by 
authority of the ſaid 4, Canon of rhe Council ot Nerce 1 
neither cou!d any authority, except that of a general Coun- 
cil, e'ab)iſh any rhing un.verfally ; neither was there any LC» 

<ral Council,betore that ot Nezce, 
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CAP. IV, 


herein a Biſhop differs from a Presbyter * Conjellures if 
cAerians wherefore Epiſcopacy was brout ht in the Church? 


Frer Epiſcopacy was eftabliſhz, a Biſhop d'ffers from 2 
A Presbyter by ordination - whence nothing 1s more tre. 
quent with Auguſtinus, Hicronymus, Ambroſius, Chiy. 
ſoſtomas,and otherFathers,then rhat a Biſhop differs from a? 
byter by 0; dination, which is all che Argument that Bellarmiyy 
and others produce to prove, that the forſaid Fathers were (gr 
the divine righr of Biſhops : But ſince thoſe Fathers expreſly 
diſpute againſt the divine right of B.(hops , fince they teil a 
reaſon wheretore Epiſcopacy was brought in , fance they tel! 
the time when, ( albeir obſcurely) it is evident, that thoſe 
Fathers ſpeaks ſo, according to the conſuerude of their own 
times; that is, Biſbops have ordination, and Presbyters havt it 
not , not by drvine right, but only by conſuetude : yea, Hitrcny- 
mus upon Titus , after he hath diiputed- moſt vehemently 
againſt che divine right ot Bihops, concludes his diſpute with 
theſe words, Ita Eprſcopi noverint [e mazis conſuetudine quam 
dr ſpoſitionis dominice veritate Presbyteris eſſe majores ; That 
is, Biſhops ſhould know that they are \preater then Presbyters, 
more by conſuetude then divine riebs which paſſage is (0 
evident, that not only Medina, but alſo #!phonſus de Caſtro, 
Altertus Pighins, Petavins, yea, Bellarmine and Biſhop Hl, 
are forced to conteſſe, that Hieronymnus was againſt the divine 
right of B ſhops : which laſt, calls him a wa{piſh man, and that 
he was irritated by Fohn Biſhop of Feruſalcm. 

The 1ea{ons wherefore Epilcopacy was brougke in , art 
three, accurding to thoſe Fathers : the fiſt reaſon is of Ame 
broſius (or according to ſome Hilarins) upon Epheſ, 4, wi10 
aiter he had told, that in the primitive times, a Biſhop wasno 

other 
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other then a fiiſt Presbyter, or the Presbyrer of oldeſt ordina. 
tion inany City z he ſubjoynes, that B thops were atter thar 
time, not by ſucceſſion , but by eleatun 4 becauſe the for ft 
Presbyter was many i'mes unworthy, ard the efore not the firſt, 
but the moſt mor thy was choſen biſkep, The lecond reaſon is of 
Amb-oſins (as he is cited by Amalarius ) upon 1 Tim 3, (viz) 
becauſe ' resbyters , in fell-wir g times , had not ſuch eminent 

gifts, as thoſe who lived in the pr imitzve tIimes x therefore it 
was not fit, that the © hurch fhould be governed alike by them 
all any more therefore the miſt emine/t in gifts, of the number 
of Presbyters , was choſen Biſhop , differing from the others 

Presbyters by Ordination 5 and he who was fo choſen, was 
no more called Presbyter , but B [hop : and the other Presbyters 
were no more called Biſhips , but only Presbyters : the third 
reaſon is of Hr1eronymus upon Tit, 1, who affirms , Biſhops 
were brought in, to take away Schiſms , ſuch as when one ſaid. 
be was of Paul, another he was of Cephas , another he was of 
Apcllos, 

Petavins hicrarchie, lib, 1,cap, 10, num, $, and in other 
places , accknowledgeth, that the Office of a Biſhop anda Preſ- 
byter concarred in one Perſon in ſome Cities in the times of the 
Apoſtles : but he endeavou:s to p'ove, by this paſſage of 
Hierouymus , thit cuſtome was chinged in the times of the 
Apoſtles themſelves; ( viz. ) when th-t Schiſme was among 
the Corinthians, one ſaying he was of Pau! , another he was of 
Cephas, &c, Bellarmine and Biſhop Hall, by the ſame paſſage, 
endeavour to bind coatradiftions upon Hieronymus , becaule 
heafh ms on Tit, 1 that according to Paul , a Biſhop and 4 
Presbyter is all one + and in the lame place he aF1ms,, zha; 
according to Paul they were made different a los time be- 
fore, ( viz, ) when that Schiſme was among the Corinthians, 
which Schiſme was betore Pax wrote his f1:ſt Epiſtle to the 
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Epiſtle to Tit#s - But it is anſwered, ir is very ſtrange, thar 
any eminent perſon as B:ſhop Hal, ſhould own (uch a Proter. 
vum Sophiſmay and theretore, to return the ſharp edge «+ the 
Weapon, whereas they ſt:ike only with the blunt, it is rea. 
ſoned thusz Hiero;:ymus athrmeth, according to Pal, Tit, 1. 
The office of a Biſhip and a Presbyter ts one and the ſame, Er-o, 
it canuot be the meaning of Hicron mus, that they wee mace 
different preciſely at that time, when that Schilme w.s among 
the Corinthians, fince he could not be ignorant, that Schiime 
tel! out long before Pal wrote his Epiſtle to Titrs : the in- 
tention then of Hicronymus is, not to tell preciſely the time 


© whenzbut only the cauſe why? B:thop was made difterent t:om 


a Presbyter, (viz,) Schiſme , ſuch as that among the C otin- 
thians, not that very Schiſme among the Corinthians : which 
maner of (peaking is not only trequent, but alſo elegant, as can 
be made out both by Scripture, and prophane Authors , it it 
wereneedtull,or any verſed in either,h2d the Brow to deny it, 


CHAP, V. 


What primacy the Biſhop of Rome had before other Biſhops , be- 
fore the times of Cyprizn, 


Nd this much of the original , progreſs and univerſal 
eſtabliſhment of Epiſcopacy, ot the difference between 

a Presbyter and a B.ſhop, and tor what reaſons B:ſhops 

were brought in, Now it is requiſite to declare, what Piimacy 
was cue tothe B ſhop of Rome during that time, when no 
Office was in the Church above that ot a Biſhop? (41s ) be- 
tore the time of Cyprian , who lived about Anno 250, 0! fo, 
that is, ſeventy or eighty years before the Council of Weice, 
During then that inte! va), we find two ſort of priorities among 
Biſhops , neither of wh'ch imported any authority or juriſ- 
diction of one Biſhop above another, they imported on!y a 


Priority 
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priority of precedency or place, The firſt was, priority of 
Age, that is, he who was firſt ordained Biſhop, had the place of 
him who was ordained after him and in that reſpeR, the pri- 
macy of Biſhops was ambulatory in every Province, exceper 
the Biſhop of the firſt City. of the Province, where the Ro+ 
man Governour remained z and that Biſhop had the place of 
all the Biſhops of the Province, although later ordained then 
:ny of them, and was called Prime Sedis Epiſcopus, Or Biſhop 
of the firſt Seat , which was the other ſort of priority among 
Biſhops, Ina word then, the Biſhop of the firſt City of the 


Province, had a fixed priority z Biſhops of the other Cities » 
had an ambulatory p:iority,'that is, now one,now another, ac-" 


cording to the time of their ordination: and for that reaſon, 
they were all called Secunde Sedis Epiſcopi, Or, B:ſbops of the 
ſecond Seat, not (ome of them Biſhops w; the third, and others 
of the fourth Seat, becauſe now this Biſhop, then another , 'or 
now Biſhop of this Ciry, then of another, was Biſhop of the 
ſecond Seat, according to the priority of his ordination, "Te is 
to be obſerved, that after Fuſt1nianus, the'priotity of the firſt 
Biſhops them(elyes, or Biſhops of-the firſt Sear,was made am- 
bulato:y in Africa, by a Conſtitution of the ſaid Fuſtinianss , 
except only the Biſhop of Carthage , who ſtill remained fixed 
fiſt Biſhop, whether he were of older or newer ordination g 
becauſe Carthage was the firſt City of thefirſt Provinceof 
Africa, In like manner , the Biſhop of Rome was the fixed 
ficit Biſhop of all the world , becauſe Rome'was the firſt Ciry 
of the firſt Province of the world; and for that reaſon (as 
we (aid) potentiorprincipalitas , Or, a more powerful principa- 
lity was attributed to the Church of Rome by Irenevs. The 
Church ot Rome in thoſe dayes was of noturther extent then 
the walls of the C:ty,as 1s at large demonftrated by Salmaſins ; 
for the Biſhop of Rome then was only a Biſhop, and was neither 


Metropol.tan,nor Patriarch,much lels an cecumenick Biſhop, 
D That 
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That the Biſhop of Rene was fi:ſt Biſhop;becauſe Rome ws 
the firſt City of the Empire, and for noothet reaſon, ap 
not only by what is ſaid, bur alſo, becauſe tor the ſame reaſon, 
he was declared firſ# Metropolitan' by the ſecond general 
Council ot Conſtantinople, and firſt Patriarch by the tourth 
general Council of Chalcedon , and acumenick Biſhop by 
Phecas , 2s ſhall be declared hereafter at large : whereby 
it is evident, That the Biſhop ot Rowe , had fill the prioriey 
for civil reſpe&s, and by humane ordination , and not at all 
by divine inſtitution, or by reaſon ot ſucceſſion to Peter, 
for in that reſpe&t, the Biſhop of Antioch, would be pre- 
ferred to the Biſhop of Rome, becauſe he is Biſhop of Antioch, 
ortather tounded the Church of Antioch betore ever he ſaw 
Rome : and whereas Petavins , and others afhim, that the 
Biſhop of Rome was ſucceſſor to Peter , becaule Peter died ar 
Rome z it is trivolous, x, Becauſe Yelenus , Salmaſins , and 
others prove by unanſwerable reaſons , that Petey neither 
lived, nor died at Rowe, thatis, was never at Rome, whole 
reaſons were ſummed in the former Book,cap, 24. 2, Becauſe 
Peter , although he had beenat Rome , yet was never Biſhop 
at Rome, butonly ina largeſenſe, (wiz. ) as Biſhop compre- 
hends the founder of any Church, in which ſenſe Paul may be 
called theBrſhop of Corinth,Theſſalonica,8c, yet in that reſp, 
Paul isto be preterred toPeter,becaule he not on! y tounde the 
Church of Rome , as all agree , and not Petey as any «firm; 
but alſo, although he and Peter had founded the Chu'h of 
Rome joyntly , he is to be preferred to the Biſhoprick of Rome; 
becau'e Rome Was a City of the Gentiles, exprefly compre- 
hendec under the Apoſtolat of Paul, whereas the Jews were 
only comm'red to Peter; and jor that reaſon , in the Seals 
annexed to the Pop: s Bulls, unto this day,the Images of Pa/ 


2nd Petey are joyntly imprinted, and that of Paul hath the right 


vand z many admire why 2 bur the reaſon can be no other, 
then 


Book 2. Biſhop of R ome a ſample Biſhop. 27 


then what we have told, ( wiz, ) becauſe although Peret 
and Paul are believed joyntly to have founded the Church of 
Rome, and therefore the image of both is imprinted in the Seals, 
yet that ot Yaul hath the right hand , becauſe Rome was under 
the Ap vſtolat of Paw/ , and not of Peter, as we (aid, Like- 
wiyes, it is agreed by all, that Paul died at Rome, but not that 
Peter , and it is thought , thit none of the Ancients knew 
whe'e Peter died? one thing is certain , that Clement third 
Bihop of Rome , ſpeaking of the deaths of Peter and Paul 


(to both whom he was contemporary ) and who was called by » 


Pawl h's tellow-labourer, although in his Ep.ſtle ro the Corin- 
thians , he ſpeaks more particularly of the martyrdome of 
Paul , when and where hedied, and under whom ; yer, he 
doth not mention the death of Petey (o particularly : which he 
wouid have done, if Peter had died at Rome, in the ſame day 
with Paul, as the Romaniſts affirm, 3, It the Biſhop of 
Rome, have any priority, by reaſon of Peters dying at Rome z 
theB.ſhop ofFeruſalem is to be preterred to theBiſhop of Rome, 
becaule Chriſt died at Feruſalem : yea , for that reaſon , the 
foreſaid Clement ſeems to call Fames the Apoſtle (thought ro 
be the firſt Biſhop of Feruſalem) Epiſcopum Epiſcoporum , or, 
Biſhop of Biſhops , which Epither,it any had given to the Biſhop 
of Reme in thoſe dayes , Bellarmime and Barr onizs would have 
blacked many ſheets of piper with repetitions of that Teſti- 
mony, ingeminating it every where, as they do other teſti- 
monies of tar leſs moment : In what ſenſe Clement calls Fames 
B.ſhop of Biſhops, ſhall be ſhewed hereafter, ' 
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CHAP, VI, 


The Teſtimonies of Dionyſus and Ignatius , ag4inſt the Biſhop 
; of Romes Supremacy, 


| Neas Silvius, ( afterwards the Pope under the name 

/Þ Pius ſecond Yin his 288, Epiſtle ( according tothe 
ſupputation of Bellarmine ) affirms that betore 

the Council of Neice, lietle or no regaird was had , to the 
Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome : which confirms what we. 
faid before, vis, that before the times of Cypriay, the primicy 
of the Biſhop of Rome was only of Dignity , but not of Juril 
dition, viz, becauſe he was Biſhop of the chief Imperial 
City , as alſo becauſe he was Biſhop of that particular Church, 
commonly believed in thoſe dayes, to have been joyntly. 
founded by thoſe Princes of the Apoſtles , Peter and Pas, 
Yet notwithſtznding,fince the Doctors of theChu'ch of Rome, 
enceavour to prove, by Teſtimonies of Fathers, and aQions 
of Biſhops of Rome, that the Supremacy of the Biſhop of 
Rome , was acknowledged in the fi:ſt three Centuries : in 


diſputing this Queſtion, we will obſerve this following: 


method , firſt, we will prove by Teſtimonies of thoſe. Fathers, 


wholived in that interval, that the Supremacy of the Biſhop. 


ot Rome, was not acknowledged in thoſe dayes, Secondly, 


we will anſwer what is obje&ted to the contrary- from ations. 
of Popes , and from Teſtimonies of Fathers, Laſtly, we will. 


diſcover ſeveral forgeries pretended by our Adverſaty, to prove 
1e Supremacy ot the Biſhop of Rome in that interval, 

We will firſbaſſault the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, 
by the Teſtimonies of two much magnified by ſome of that 
Church : the fi:ſt is, 12nativs , whom-they affirm to be the 
Diſciple of Sr, Tohn ;, the ſecond is Dionyſins , believed: by 
them to be the D:ſciple of Sr. Paul: and albeir we proved in 


another 
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nother place rhat the pretended 1gnatizs was not the Dil” 
ciple of 7 0h , and ſhall prove hereajter , that the pretended 
Dionyſus was not the Diſciple of Paul, mentioned 42s, 

yer, nevertheleſſe, both the one and the other are very 
ancient : we p:oved elſewhere, that 7gnatins lived about the 
time ot Yidor Biſhop of Reme : when Dionyſins lived , is un- 
certain? Jenatins in his Epſtle to the Tralians, hath theſe 
words, What is 4 Biſhop bat he who goeth beyond all command 
and power, who commands al! as far as 4 man can command * In 
which words, heexprefly affiims, that there is no Office of 
the Church, above! at of a Biſhop - tor, if a Biſhop haves © , 
ſupzeam command (. as he expreſly- affirms ) he can be com» 

manded by no ſuperior Church-:uler, as Metropolitarr, Patri- 

arch , or cecumenick Biſhop, The Teſtimony of Dronyſius 

is taken from his 8, Epiſtle, his wordsare theſe in ſubſtance, 

Every man ſhould flrive to live blameleſly, if he do mot, the 

PrieſÞ ſhould take a courſe with him : if the Prieſt deborde , he 

ſhould be judged by his Biſhep : if the Biſhop do amiſs , he ſhould 

be judged bythe ſucceſſors of the Apoſtles : if thoſe again do amiſs, 
they ſhou'd be judged by thoſe of the ſame order , and degree, 

In which words he quite excludesone viſible Head over all , 
and conſequently ir appears, that in hisdayes , the Supre-- 
macy of the B ſhop of Rome was not. believed, as an atticle- 
of Faith in the Church :- fince he : fhrms-. that many hold' 
the chiet place of the Hierarchy; whereot any ſhould be judged 
by the reſt, and not all by one viſible Head, or by the Biſhop» 
of Rome, | 

What he means by Succeſſors to the Apoſtles, whom he 
places above Biſhops , none» can tell , except he mean, 
Metropolitansand Patriarchs'y it he Co, its evident, he l;ved” 
ait.r che times of Cyprian: becauſe in the dayes of Cyprian,” 
2nd before, there was no Office in the C hurch , above that 
ofa Biſhop; as appears fiſt, by tijar paſſage of 12»2t#ns ot 

is 


29 The Grand Impoſtor diſcovered, Parti, 


his Epiſtle to the Tralians now cited, Secondly, ir appears 
by the Epiſtle of the ſaid 1244tins, written to the Marge. 
ſrans, in the which Epiſtle, he comprehends all Church-rules 
uader Biſbops 4nd Presbyters z where he afhi-ms, thit Biſho 
have the cheif place loco Dei, in place of God ;, Presbyters have 
the next place conceTus Apoſtolici loco, that is, they repreſeat 
the Council of the Apaſtles ;, the laſt place he gives the Dex- 
cons, to whom the Miniſtery of Chriſt is committed, Thirdly, 
that no Office was in the Chu:ch, above that of a Biſhop, 
betore the times of Cyprian, nor in his time, appears by 
. thole two following moſt notable paſſages of Cyprian, the one 
i10-his Books de unitate Eceleſie , lib, 4. Epiſft, 9, the other 
from his Qration, to the Couucil of Carthavez of which two 
paſſages in order, 


CHAP, VIL 
Explication of that place of Cyprian, De unitate Eccleliz, 


f l \ He words of Cyprian are, Unus Epiſcopatus eft cujus 


4 ſingults pars in ſolidum tenetur ;, that is,There is one 
Biſhoprick, of wich every Biſhop hath alike full ſhare * 
by which paſſage of Cyprian, it not only appears, that the Bi- 
ſhop of Rome, in his dayes, was not believed t» be viſible 
Head of the Church, but alſo, that there was no Office in 
the Church above that of a Biſhop, fince every Biſhop had 
alike full ſhare of that one Biſhoprick, which could not be, if in 
thoſe dayes, Metropolitans had been above Biſhops, Patriarchs 
above Metropolitans,and an cecumenick Biſhop above all, 
This notable paſſage of Cyprian, puzles the Learned of the 
Church ot Rome very ſore: they vary very much in their 
glofſes upon this place of Cyprian , as Rufus , contra Mol: 
nzxum , Fran, Agricula, cap, 18, varies trom him, Hayus, 
diſput, lib, 1, cap, 11, and Turrianus contra Zadeel , lib. 1. 


(4}, 
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64þ, 17,26, agree almoſt in one Expoficion , but they differ 
tom the other two, Sanderns , de wiſth, Monarch, lib, 7. 
zum, 45, differs ticm all the former, Bellarmine, lth, 2, 
de port, Rom, cap, 16, vaties from them all, We will ex- 
amine the expolition of Belarmine ; tor fince they vary in 
their opinion about the meaning ot Cyprian, 2nd fince. the 
mean:ng ot Cyprian can be but one, ot neceſſity all their glofles 
muſt be talſe except one, and fince the gloſs of Zellarmine is 
moſt approved by the Chutch of Ree, we will ex:mine it, 
Bellarmine in the torecited. place , expones the words of 


Cyprian thus ; There is one Biſheprick ( laith he) in the ſame. 


way that the Church is one, But the Church is one, as mahy 
branches of the ſame Tree are one Tree, many rivolets are one 
Water z many beams one Light : as then im branches there is 
an unity, by reaſon of ene Root ;, in rivolets, ly reaſon of one 
Fountain, &c, Sos the Church one , and conſequently the Bi- 
fhoprick one in its Head and Root , the Church ard Biſhoprick © 
Rome, And whereas Cyprian afhi ms, that every | iſhop hat 
a tu\l thare of that one Biboprick 3 bellarmine grants its tiue, 
bur by a diſtint.on, that is, Thongh every Brſbep have a full 
ſhare,yet he hath not an equal ſhare, nor in the ſame manner ;, for 
Peter and his Succeſſors the Biſhops of Rome, have that ſhare 
which anſwers to the Head , Riot ard Fountain z but other Bi- 
ſhops have that ſhare anſwerirg to the pranches, Rivolets,&c,, 

This gloſs of Bellarmines quite deſtioyes the Texts; for, 
Cyprian compares particular C hurches to Branches, Rivolers, 
Beams z that oxe Biſhoprick he compares to an Oak, to Light, 
to a Fountain, whereby it evidently appears, that by that oxe 
Biſhoprick he means not the Biſhoprick of Rowe , which is a 
particular Piſhoprick, as well as thereft, and not thar grear 
Biſhoprick ,, or cxe 3i(boprick, wheteot eyely one hath a full 
ſhare, 


Second! p.,. 
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Secondly, that by «nus Epiſcopatus he, means, not the Bj. 
ſhoprick of Perer,having authority oyer other Biſhops, is prov 
ed by his words in the ſame Book ge wnitate Eccleſie, where he 
affirms, Whatever the other Apoſtles mere, Peter was the [ame , 
that all the Apoſtles wrre equal to Peter, in dignity and power : 
whereby it appears, whatever the Biſhoprick.ot Peter Was, the 
Biſhopricks ot the other Apoſtles were equal toir , and fince 
the Buſhopricks of the other Apoſtles were-particular Biſhop. 
ricks,each having a full ſhare of that ove Brſhoprick mentioned 
by Cyprian, the Biſhoprick of Peter was only a particular 
Biſhoprick,and not that one Biſboprick mentioned by Cyprian, 

Thirdly, That the Biſhoprick of Rome is not that one gj. 
ſhoprick, appears by the expreſs words of Cyprian , in his Ora- 
tion to the Council of Carthage z in which ( as we thall prove 
in the next Chapter) he makes any other Biſhop equal in ju- 
riſdiion to the Biſhop of Rome, 

Fourthly, Bellarmine and Sanderes , in making that one 
Biſboprick the Biſhoprick of -Peter,muſt of neceſſity grant, that 
Peter only had his —_— immediatly from Chriſt, and the 
other Apoſtles their Biſhopricks from Petey , fince Sanderus 
expreſly affirms , that all other B:hopricks flow from the Bi- 
ſhoprick of Peter , as all mankind had their Original from 
Adam, But, in averring the Apoſtles.to have their Biſhop. 
ricks from Peter, Bellarmine contradicts firſt Fran, de vito- 
ria, who, rele, 2, queſt. 2, conc/uſ. 3. and 4, expreſly at- 
firms, That the other Apoſtles received all their power , bath of 
order and juriſdition , immediatly from Chriſt, © In which 
words, he is glofſing upon that paſſage of Cyprian , de unitate 
Eccleſie, which we now mentioned, Whatever Peter was, the 
other Apoſtles were te ſame , of alike dignity and power with 
him, Seconlly, Bellarmine contra li&s himſelt , becauſe he 
affirms, That all the Apoſtles were made Biſhops tmmediatly by 
Chriſt, and had their juriſdition immediatly from him , lib, 4. 
cap 
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cap, 23, de pont, Rom, and whereas the:Church of Rome doth 
diſtinguiſh, chac although the other Apoſtles had their Bi- 
ſhopricks immediatly trom Chriſt , yet they had them nor 
ſccundum plenitudinew poteftatis , as Peter had his Biſhoprick 
immediatly trom Chriſt : Fran, de vidtoria exlibilats that di- 
ſtinion ,as contrary to the mind of Cyprian, aflerting anab. 
ſolute equality of juriſdiction of all the Apoſtles with Peter, 
Fran, de vitter, ibid, And thus we have proved, that Bellar- 
mine isa bad interpreter of Cyprian, in afhirming, that Cyprian 


by #nus Epiſcopatus means, the Biſhoprick of Peter, or his A 


ceſſor the Biſhop of Rome. N 

Now let us examine, how Be{armine comments upon thoſe 

words of Cyprian, Cujus pars 4 fingulis in ſolidum tenetur ? 
That is, of which Biſboprick , every Biſhop hath a fall ſhare : 
Bellarmine grants, that every Biſhop hath a tull ſhare, bur de- 
nyes they have an equal ſbare, cr inthe ſame manner ; he com- 

ares that oxe Biſboprick to a diſſimilar body , wv, g, to a Tree, 
be compares the Biſhoprick of Petey to the Root, other Biſhop- 
ricks to the Branches, for as the Root, although it be a part 
of the Tree, asare the Branches, yer it ſuſtains and rules the 
Branches, and therefore, although the Branches have a pare 
of the Tree in ſolidum , yet are they not an equal part of the 
Tree; neither are they a part of the Tree, in that manner 
as the root is, The Root is a part ſuſtaining the Branches, the 
Branches again are parts ſuſtained and governed by the Root 
So ſaith Bellarmine , The Biſhoprick of Peter and his Succeſ- 
ſors is a part of that one Biſhoprick anſwering to the Root, other 
Biſbopricks are parts an(wering to the Branches , ruled and [us 
ſtained by the Biſhoprick of Peter, 

But it is anſwered, Bellarmine in this gloſſe, intangles him- 
ſelt, firſt in abſurdities, next in contradi&ions and firſt, 
he intangles himſelfin abſurdities, becaule Cyprian expreſly 
compares that one Biſhoprick to an Oak , a Fountain, 4 Light, 
which arte all ſimilar and homogeneous bodies z of which,every 

E every 
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every part hath the name and nature of the whole, eyery 
part ot an Oat is Oak , every part of a Fountaiy of water, is 
water, &c, and theretore, Bellarmine is ablu:d in *f:ming, 
that Cyprian compares that one Biſhoprick to a disſimilar and 
heterozenious body ; the Sophiſt:y of Bellarmine conſiſts in 
this, what Cyprian calls Robur or an Oak , Bellirmine calls 
it Arbor, or aTree, the difference is this, any tree miy he 
conſitered two wayes , firſt, as it isan org4-.ick body conſiſting 
of Root and Branches which are diſſimilar , organick parts: 
Secondly , asit is an homogenius body , as an Oak, all the 
parts of which are 9akt, both Root and Branches ,. although 
the Root, be not the Branches, and ſo Bellarmine "egre- 
viouſly ſophiſticats, , in making Cyprian compare that oye 
Biſhoprick to a Tree, as it is an organick body , whereas Cyprian 
compares it tO an Oak , as it 15 a ſimilar body, 

Secondly, the Whole cannot be the ſame with any one Port; 
nor any one part the whole : Cyprian maketh that one Bj- 
ſhoprick the whole , and every particular B ſhoprick 4 par, 
Bur Bel/armine makes the Biſhoprick of Peter , and his ſuce 
ceſſors the whole, or that one Biſhoprick mentioned by Cyprianz 
helikewayes makes it a pay, in ſhewing, in what manner, | 
comparatively with others , it hath a ſhare of that one Biſhop- 
rick , which is the whole , according to his own confeſſion ; 
and likewayes a part, according to his own conteſſion, whichis 
a maniteſt contradi&tion, 

Thirdly, he adds contradiction to contradiction ; for in 
expiaining the way. how every Biſhoprick hath a ſhateo! 
that oxe Biſhoprick , he grants that every part , hath a full 
ſhare, but nor an equal ſhare; which is a Alt contradidtion, 
ſinceall fu{ ſhares are equal ſhares , neither can any full ſpare 
be more or lefle then an other full ſhare, Ir is true indeed, 
that one B:ſhoprick, may be greater in riches, ſplendor, tc 
then an other Piſhoprick , but they are all alike Biſhopricks: 
Riches, and Poverty hinders not the Epiſcopal Dignt 
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and JuriſciCtion, 2s is affirmed by Hieronymus , in his Epiſtle 
to Enrgrius ; vhere he aftims , that the meaneſt B:ſhop, 
is equally a Biſhop with the Biſhop of Rome, or Conſtantinople, 
which equality of Biſhops is in eſſextialls, tor the ſuperiority 
ot an Archbiſhop, abovea Biſhop, 1s in accidentals, and was 
2 non-ens in the ayes of Cyprians and therefore, he ſpeaks 
abſolutely , without reſtriftion , of the equality of Biſhops, 
And thus we have ſhewed , with what admirable Sophiſtry, 
Bellarmine endeavou:s to wreſt the meaning of Cyprian z with 
whoſe Teſtimony K1y/nundus Rufus is (0 prefled , diſputing 


againſt Molinens, that he taxeth the ſaying of Cyprian a5* 


erronious : becauſe, ſaith he, 1/pianns affirms, that two perſons, 
cannot have dominion in\olidum of one thing , and therefore 
Cyprian is in an error in affirming , that every Biſhop hath a 
part of that one Biſboprick in (olidum, 

But it is anſwered, Ruf#s is in a miſtake,both in the Theſe and 
in the Zypotheſe; hes miſtaken in the Theſe , becauſe the 
Lawyers, maintain, that more perſons may have dominion 
in ſolidum ot one thing , as of via aque duitus , or any Comn- 
nality , as paſturage, &c, Secondly, he is miſtaken in the 
Hyp:theſe : tor Cyprian is not ſpeaking of the dominion of 
things ; he is only comparing that oe Ziſboprick , toti ſimila- 
ri vel univerſali, the part of which wholes equally participare 
their name, and definition, as all men do the humane nature, 
and all Kings are equally Kings: ſo ſaith Cyprian, all Biſheps 
are equally B: ſhops, | 

Twrriarss in his defence againſt Zadeel 11þ,1 Ay. 17, grants, 
that Cyprian compares that one Biſhoprick to a {imilar body, 
but yer he atfitms , that Cyprian is not to be underſtood 
literally z othe:wayes he cannot be detended from error : be- 
cauſe, faith he, if every Biſhop have a part in ſolidum of that 
one Biſhoprick , he hath that whole one Biſhoprick - bur he 
is miſtaken, in confounding ſimilar with d:\ſimilar bodyes , for, 
one having the branch of a tree , hath not a!l the tree - yer 
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every drop of water hath both the name and definition of the 
whole Fountain, or is called water, and is water as well as the 
whole water of the Fountain, Secondly , Turrianys , 
ſhan this pretended abſurdiry , interprets that one Biſboprich 
of Cyprian to be the Charch,, likewayes , he interprets thoſe 
words, whereof every one hath a full ſhare , to be, thar every 
one is bound alike to give an account of his adminiſtration: 
but he is miſtaken in both thoſe glotles ; he is miſtaken in the 
firſt, becauſe Cyprian expreſly diſtinguiſheth , that one gj- 

prick trom the Church , for immediatly after thoſe words, 
Jug1 Epiſcopatus eft, 8c there is one Biſboprick, 8c, he (ubjoynes, 
wna quoque eſt Becleſia, &c, there is one Church,&c, whereby it 
appears he ſpeaks ot one Biſboprick and one Church , as different 
x { pon : He is likewayes miſtaken in his other glols; {or it is 
falſe which he affirms, that every one is tyed aliketo give an 
account of his adminiſtration, ſince ir is notorious, that ſome 
are tyed toa ſtricter account then others, 

We will cloſe by inſtancing one other anſwer , mentioned 
by Chamier , but he doth not name the Author - the ſaid 
Author grants, that the meaning of Cyprian is, that all 
Biſhops are alike Biſhops, but he aiſkinguilherk quo ad ordinem 
Sacerdotalem , and = ad Furiſdiftienem , that is the order 
of all the Biſhops is alike, but not the Turiſdiftion ; and there- 
fore, albeirall Biſhops be equally Biſhops with the Biſhop of 
Rome , yet they are not equal with him in Juriſdi&ion, 
Hayus ,di[put, lib, 1,cap, 12, gives the ſame anſwer, to that 
paſſige of Hieronymus, Epiſt.85, ad Euagrium : we (hall diſcuſs 
that diſtintion of Hayus, in the following Book, to whichit 
prope:ly belongs, as concerning the Supremacy ot the Biſhop 
of Rome, in the interval of Metropolitans : whereas now We 
diſpute only his Supremacy , inthe interyal of Biſhops. Ir is 
fathcient tor the preſent ro anſwer , that the ſaid diſtinion 
between Order and Juriſdiction is contrary to the meaning of 


Cyprian y 
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Cyprian ; forit ſhall appear in the following Chapter, thatan 
B ſhop is equal inJuriſd;Rion with the Biſhops of Rome,as well 
25 in order, in the opinion of Cyprian z becaule he affirms in his 
Oration to the Council of Carthage , that the Biſhop of Rome 
cannot judge another Biſhop , no more then he can be judged 
by him: bur it that be not an «quality in JutiſdiRion , there 
is none at all, 


CHAP, VIII 


Some Teſtimonies from Cyprians Oration in the Council gf” 


Carthage explained, 


N the former Chapter we obſerved, by what ſophiſtry 
our Adverſaries endeayoured to pervert the meaning of 
Cyprian in that famous paſſage, found in his Books Je 

wnitate Eccleſie, But, in ſophiſticating thoſe following teſti- 
monies of his, uttered in the Council of Carthage, their art is 
admirable, From the ſaid Oration, are gathered the following 
Teſtimonies : 1, Neither doth any of us conſtitute himſelf Biſhop 
of Biſhops , to compell by tyrannical terror his Colteagues to ne« 
ee [ſity of obedience, 

2. Becauſe every Biſhop , by the licence and liberty of his 
power, hath his own proper judgement, 

3. He cannot be judged by another Biſhop , neither can he 
] wdze another B: ſhop, 

4. Lt us all expett the judgment of our Lord Feſus Chriff, 
who alone hath power to prefer us, to the Government of the 
Church , and to |udpe our actions, 

Thefe tamous teſtimonies of ( yprian perplexeth the learn- 
ed men of the Roman Church very much , neither do they” 
agree in their aniwers , asappears by what followeth, When 
Tuther.:nthe conterence ar Lypſich, objeRted thoſe teſtimonies 
to Eccrms againſt the ſupremacy ot the Biſhop of Rome 3 : ins 

anſwered 
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anſwered, that Cyprian in thoſe words,no man conſtitutes hin: 
ſelf Biſhop of 8iſhops, {peaks 2gainſt thoſe only, who without 2 
lawful vocation , obtrudes themſelves upon any Church tg 
govern tyrannically : But this anſwer is naught , becauſe 
Cyprian in thoſe words , is not ſpeaking how Biſhops ſhould 
be conſtitutes but of the power which conſtitute Biſhops 
have; as appears not only by thoſe words of Cyprian we haye 
cited, but alſo, by his words uttered after the reading of the 
Letters of Jubaianns, inthe Council - The queſtion ſtared 
in the Council was , whether thoſe who were baptiſed by Here. 
ticks, ſhould be re-baptiſed? Cyprian, after the reading of thoſe 
LEtters, and ſtating of the queſtion, deſires eveiy one of 
them to tell their opinion freely , and not to remove from 
their communion , thoſe who were of contrary judgement 
to them : and then he ſubjoyns thoſe paſſages we cited in the 
beginning of the Chapter , no man conſtitutes himſelf Bilkop of 
Biſhops, &c, whereby it is evicent, that he ſpeaks of Biſhops 
already conſtitute, and not of the vocation of Biſhops, as 
Eccins affirms, 

Sandernus , lib, 6.cap, 4, of hisviſib, Mozarch, anſwers Ci- 
verſly, 1, that Cyprian ſpeaks ſo out of humility , ſince him- 
ſelf in a manner was _ of Biſhops , when he preliced 
ſeveral times in a Counci!: But this anſwer is nothing worth, 
for Cyprian by Biſhop of Biſhops, means one who takes 
upon him to compell his Colleagues to neceſſity of obedience, 
aS having Juriſdi&tion over them : but none will affirm, that 
he who preſides in a Council, hath that power , almoſt 100, 
years after Cyprian , it was ordained by the 9. Canon of the 
Council of 4ztioch , that Metropolitans ſhould do nothing 
without the conſent of other Biſhops, as inferior Biſhops 
could do nothing without them: much leſle in the times of Cy- 
prian,had he who preſided in a Council any Juriſdiction above 
his Colleagues; fince in his dayes, there was no Office in -" 
Churc 
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p" Charch above that of a Biſhop, as is believed by many learned & 


men : and he who was Biſhop prime Jedis, of the firſt ſeat, 
or chief City of the Province , was conſtant Preſident in Pro- 


ſe vincial Councils , as Cyprian, becauſe he was Biſhop of 

q Carthage ; neither had the Prefident of a Council more 

$ authority ovet his fellow Biſhops, then the Preſident of a 
” Colledge ot Judges, over his tellow Judges, | | 
| Sanderus an\wetrs , ſecondly, that Cyprian in thoſe words, , 


no man makes himſ-lf Bi(bop of Biſhops, &c, is only ſpeaking 

of thoſe B:ſhops preſent at. the Council of Carthage , and _ 
' means not the B thops of Rome at all , which is alſo the” 
anſwer of Bel/armine, lib, 2. cap, 16, de pont, Rom, and like- 
wayes of Pameling, in his Annotations upon the foreſaid place 
| of Cyprian, 
But it 15 anſwered , that Cyprian is ſpeaking of all Biſhops, 
' comprehending the Biſhop ot Rome, as well as other Biſhops : 
| his reaſons are general, as is evident by his words; No man 
(faith he) makes himſelf Brſhop of Biſhops , becauſe every Bi- 

ſhop hath proprium atbitrium , that is, he hath as much autho- 

rity to utter his judgement as any other, and when his opinion is 

delivered, no Biſhop hath power to compell him to alter it ; as he 
cannot judge another Biſhop , neither can any other Biſhop judge 
him : and therefore , all Biſhops ſhould expe the judgement of 
| Chriſt, who only can judze their altions, 
| Seconc!y, .it 15 talſe which they affiim,that Cyprian in thoſe 
exp:cfſions, doth nut mean by the Biſhop of Rome, for, Bi- 

nius, tom, 1, in his Annotations upon this Council of Car- 

thaze ffi:ms,tha! thoſe words of Cyprian were,tacite, diretFed 

at ainſt Step honus Biſbop of Rome, The queſtion agitated in 

the Counc:! was, Whether thoſe who were baptized by Heretick:, 

ſhould be re-baptized? Stephanus Biſhop ot Rome was for the 

negative, Cyprian ior the affi: mative;, Stephanus , as Binins 

reiates, and Caſſarder alſo, conſult, art, 37, threatned w—_ 

an 
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and the Churches of Africa with Excommunication, it they 
changed not their Opinion : This Council of Carthage is cl. 
led,conſifting of e:ghry ſeven Biſhops z Cyprean in his Oraion 
to the Council, aſh:ms, Nvne of us makes himſelf Biſhyp of 
Biſhops , or takes upon him to compel his Colleagues, by tyranxi. 
cal terrors to a0 1290 of obedience , which words, as Binins 
obſerves, were dire&ted againſt Srephanus Biſhop of Rimes 
becauſe he had threatned the Biſhops of Africa with Excom- 
munication, if they did not alter their Judgement, 

Sanders anſwers thirdly , that albeit Cyprian did aſſert the 

«.cquality of Biſhops in thoſe words : yer, it was only an equz- 
lity according to their Order of Prieſthood , not according to 
their JurifdiQion: albeit the Biſhop of Rome be equal to other 
Biſhops, as he is Biſhop, yet heis above them in juriſdi&ion z 
he gives this anſwer,/:b, 7, cap, But its replyed, this diſtin- 
Rion is trivolous, and quite contrary to the meaning of Cys 
prian, whoſe intention in thoſe words, is expreſly to alert the 
equality of Juriſdition: and fince he aims at the Biſhop ot 
Rome, it is evident in his opinion, that any Biſhop is of equal 
juriſdiion to the Biſhop of Rome, How can any be ſo im- 
pudent to deny, that Cyprian aflerts equality of Juriſdiction ? 
fince he expreſly affirms, No Biſhop can judge another Biſhop, 
nor be judged by him ;, Chriſt is the on'y judge of Biſhops ; 
which in right down terms is, that all Eiſhops are equal in Ju- 
riſdiction, which none bur a Sophiſter will deny, 

It is needleſs to mention the an{wers of other Romnniſts, 
as of Alanus Copus, lib, 1, cap, 19, and Dormanus in his Eng- 
liſh Treatiſe againſt Biſhop Few] , cap, 10, fince they are not 
worth the refuting, The moſt ingenuous anſwer of them all, 
is that of Stapleton, lib, 11. cap. 7, de princip, fid, dodirin, 
where he affirms , that Cypriay in thoſe words , to patronize 
his error, Utitur werbis errantium , and that be ſeems wonder- 
fully to protetF Hereticks ( he means Proteſtants ) arainſt the 

Supremacy 
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Sypremacy of the Bijbop of Rome: he calls thoſe expreſſions 
0 Cyprian pernicious , it they be not defended by a commo- 
dious Expotition, | 

Bur it 1s anſwered, the authority of Sr, Auguſtine is of more 
moment, then the authority ot Stapleton, who not only com- 
mencs thoſe expreſſions of Cyprian , but alſo recommends 
them to the whole Church , to be taken notice of as ſo many 
Oracles,and that in moe places then one,as /tþ, 2, cap, 2, 116, 3, 
cap, 3. lib, 6, cap. 7, againſt the Doxatiſts, Farther, that 
Stephanus Biſhop of Rome himſelf, underſtood thoſe words 


of Cyprian as the Proteſtants do, againſt the juriſdiction ofy 


the Biſhop of Rome, appears by his excommunicating Cyprian, 
2s Caſſander relates, conſult, art, 7, neither read we ever of 
his reconciliation, as is confeſſed by Bellarmine, lib. 2, de con, 
cap, 5, Neither is it of any moment, what they obje&, that in 
that queſtion of re-baptizing thoſe who were baptized by Here- 
ticks, the affirmative maintained by Cyprian was wrong, and 
the negative maintained by Stephanus was right: for, the ate 
of the queſtion with the Church of Rome in this particular, 
is, Whether Cyprian was for or againſt the Supremacy of the 
Biſhops of Rome * or, whether he did right in oppoſing the 
uſurpation of Stephanus 7 It ſeems he did, tor two reaſons, 
firſt, becauſe thoſe expreſſions of his were recommended by $:, 
Angnſtine tothe whole Church: next, becauſe notwithſtand- 
ing ot his dying excommunicate by Stephanus , he was held 
ever ſince thoſe times to be a Saint and a Martyr, by the 
Church of Rome it (elf, as he is at this day : whereby it ap» 
pears, that the ancient Church of Rome, immediatly atter = 
timesot Cyprian , had not much regard to the authoritef%of 
Stephanus his excommunicating Cyprian, Thetruth is, Cy- 
prian in chat conflit w.th Stephanus » was 4 200d Patron of an 


evi! cawſe; and Stephanus was 4 bad Patron of an good Cauſe : 


Cyprian was wrong , in maintaining re-baptization of thoſe 
F who 
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who were baptized by Hereticks , but he detended it rightly 
St:phanus, who maintained the contrary opinion, was right, 


a 
but maintained it badly, thatis, by uſurpation, arrogancy and 0 
preſumption, 0 


EMAP IT, i 


of the conteſt between ViRor Biſhop of Rome, and the piſhuy; : 
| of the Eaft, 


\ X } E have in the former Chapters proved, by the teſti. 
a monies of the Ancients, that the ſupremacy of the 
Biſhop of Rowe was not believed as 2n Article of 
Faith, in the dayes of Cypriax , nor any time before unto the 
dayes of the Apoſtles, We have alſo ſhewed, with what per- 
plexed ſophiſtry our Adverſaries endeavour to elude the torce 
of thoſe reſtimonies, In the following Chapters, wewill 
examine what is objected by our Adverſaries, to prove the ſu- 
remacy of the Biſhop of Rome in that interval. If it had 
en an Article of Faith in the Church, that the Biſhop of 
Rome was ordained by Peter , to ſucceed to himſelf in that 
FanRion of cecumenick Biſhop, or that the Biſhop of Rome 
did ſucceed ro Peter in that Funion, the evidence of that ſuc- 
ceſfion had been greater, in theſe primitive times, then it was 
afterwards : bat contrarily, we find the nearer we come to the 
Apoſtles times , the leſs evidence we find , for the ſuprema- 
cy of the Biſhop of Rome : whereby it appears, that the ſupre+ 
macy of the Biſhop of Rome , by reaſon of his ſucceſſion to 
Peter, is buta fiction : neither was it ever urged , 2s to jutiſ- 
diction,rill after the Council of Chalcedon,as ſhall appear in the 
following Books, and the more the times were remote, that 

opinion of the ſuccefſfion ro Peter increaſed the more. 
That there was no great evidence betore the Council of 
Weice , of the ſuptemacy of the Biſhop of Rome , is ackoow. 
edge 
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ledged by «/neas Silvius, Pope himſelf, in his 288. Epiſtle, 
and yet he was the greateſt Antiquary of his time: the truth 
of his aſſertion will appear by our Anſwers ro that which they 
object, which are ſo many teſtimonies againſt rhemſclves, 

To prove the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome in that 
interval, they obje& nothing ( beſide what we ſhall prove 
forged by teſt:mony of their own Doors ) before the latte: 
end of the ſecond Age, or beginning of the third , and then 
their objeRions are of two ſorrs,firſt aZFions of Popes, ſecondly, 


teftimonies of Popes and Fathers, What regaird ſhould be ,-* 


had to the ations and teſtimonies of Popes, appears by 1 
Commentaries which Pope «Aneas Silvins, or Pins ſecond, 
wrote upon the'Councel of Baſile z his worcs are theſe, Nee 
conſiderant miſeri quia que predicant tantopere werba , aut 
ip[orum ſumorum pontificum ſunt, fimbrias ſuas extendentium, 
aut illorum quieis adulabantur : that is, neither do thoſe miſe* 
rable men conſider, theſe teſtimonies they maznifie ſo much are 
either of Popes themſelves , inlarging their own intereſts , or 
of their Fathers, Wewill firtt treat of the aRions of Popes, 
and next examine their teſtimonies, 

Betore:the time of Yi&or Bilhop of Rome , there is no Mo- 
nument of antiquity for the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome 
beſides ſome torgeries, acknowledged -by the moſt eminent 
Doctors of that Church, and proved to be forgeries by un- 
anſwerable reaſons , as ſhall appear afterwards in the laſt 
Chapters of this Book, The faid Yi&or , about anno, 195, 
had a difference with the Biſhops of Aſia , about the ob- 
ſervation of Eaſter, or Paſch, the Churches of Aſia, pre- 
tending a tradition from the Apoſtle $r, John, obſerved 
Eaſter, according to the manner of the Jews eating their 
Paſſover , and tor that reaſon , were called quartadecemani, 
The Churches oft the Weſt obſerved ir, as it is now in the 
Church of Rome : they object here, that Yidtor mg 
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the Biſhops of the Eaſt for not obſerving Eaſter , :fqer 
the Roman and weſtern taſhion : Frzo, ſay they, the Biſhop 
of Rome in thoſe dayes,was ccumenick Biſhop, otherwayes,he 
would not have taken upon him , to exerciſe Juriſdiction ig 
ſo remote parts 2s in Aſia, | 

But it is anſwered, uſurpation is no title of authority , ang 
by this very ation of Yi&or., ir appears, that the ſupremacy 
ot the B:ſhop of Rome , or neceſſar communion with the 
Church ot Rome, was not believed in thoſe dayes : as appenrs 
by two reaſons , 
aThefiiſtis, the oppoſition madeby the Churches of 4, 
to that excommunication of Yidor : but it is altogether im- 
poſlible that they would have mi{-regarded it, it the ſupremacy 
of the Biſhop of Rome , or neceſlar communion with the 
particular Church of Rome , under the pain of damnation, had 
been an Article of Faith in thoſe dayes-, as it is now, That 
thoſe Biſhops in the Eaſt ſlighted the excommunication of 
Vittor appears by Euſebius, hiſt, Eccle|, lib, 5. cap, 23, and 24, 
who relates, and brings in Polycrates, Biſhop of Epheſus in Aſia, 
pleading their Cauſe, in an Epiſtle , written by the conſent 
ot them all , that they had the ſame tradition , of obſerving 
Eaſter , from the Apoſtle John : that it was pradliſed ty 
Philip the Apoſtle, Polycarpus Biſbop of Smyrna , and Mattyr 
d:ſciple of John the Apoſtle, and by the other Biſhops , and 
Martyrs, as Thraleas , and Sagonius , that they '* CON 
firmed their own way, of obſerving Eaſter , in the council of all 
the Biſhops of Aſia: and for thoſe reaſons , they were not moved, 
with the terrors of that excommurnication 3 pronunced againſt 
them by Vitor : but it is very unlike they would have 
ſo contemned it , if they had believed the Supremacy 
of the Biſhop of Rome : If there was any ſuch thing, as the 
Supremacy ot the Biſhop of Rome : their oppolition demon- 
ſtrats , chateither they were :gno:2nt of it , or cls wi'tu!!y 


oppoled 


Book 2. Biſhop of Rome a ſrmple Biſhop. 4.5 
oppoſed it ; they could not be ignorant, for who dare affirm, 
= the Apoſtles Fohn and Philip , and — the DiCl. 
ciple of Fohn , could be ignorant of ſo neceſlar a point of 
Salvation ? it there had been any ſuch thing, Neither can it 
be:ffiimed, that they wiltully oppoſed it, for it is a thing 
incredible that ſo many holy menSaints and Martyrs'conteſſed 
to be ſuch by the modern Church of Romer ſelt ) would die 
out of the communion of the Church of Rome, and in (0 
doing , condemn themſelves eternally - for Bellarmine him- 
felt, ae pont, Rom, lth, 2.Cap, 19, afh:ms, that it is not found, 
that ever ViQtor recalled his excommunication, And ſince theſg, 
holy men, neither could be ignorant, that the ſupremacy 
of the Bubop of Rome Was an atticle of Faith ( if it had been 
in theſe dayes ) neither would they have oppoſed it , and con- 
temned Yi&ors excommunication , it they had known it; ir 
is evinced, that intheſe dayes, there was no ſuch article of 
Faith, as the ſupremacy ot the Biſhop of Rowe , or neceſlar 
communion with the Church of Rome: yea, notwithſtanding 
of the excommunication of F7&or, the whole Churches ot the 
Eaſt, before the Council of Nezce, oblerved Eaſter in their 
own faſhion: but it were too hard ro affirm , that thev were 
all damned z; which muſt of neceflicy be affirmed, if the ſu. 
premacy of the Biſhop of Kome , had been an article of Fa:th 
in thoſe dayes: and this much of oppoſition trom the Eaſt, 
to that dec: ee of Y:dtor, 

The (cond Argument taken from that aRion of Fifor, 
2gain'i the (upremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, is the oppoi- 
tion that it had trom the Welt, although the whole K:thops 
of the Weſt were of the ſame opinion with YiFor , anent the 
obſety tion. of Eaſter ; yet they abſolutely condemned his 
way of proceeding, For, 4S Euſebins relates, Hiſt Ecclef, 
lb, Cap. 24, Irenenls, Eiſhop of Lyons, :n the name ot che- 
whole Chutches of Fraxce, nan Epiſtle to the ſaid 7:or, 
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(recorded by Euſebrvs, ibid, ) expoſtulates moſt bitterly with 


Viddor, not obicurely taxing him ot ignorance, and arrogance 


for his precipitated proceeding, objetting to him, the ex. 


ample of his predeceſſors , Biſhops of Rome, as Pius, Teleſ- 


Phorus, Anicetus , &c, who all of them keeped communion 


with the Biſhops of the Eaſt , notwithſtanding their obſeryz. 
tion of Eaſter , otherwayes then it was obſerved at Rome: 
yea, the ſame Biſhops oft the Weſt , ſti]! keeped cothmunion 
with theBiſhops of theEaſt,notwichſtanding their excommuni. 
cation by Yidor: but they would never have done (0, it the 


"W% ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, had been believed in thoſe 


es , or if neceſſar communion with the Church of Rome, 
had in thoſe times been anarticle of Faith, 

Sanderus , lib, 7, of his viſib, Monarch, and with him 
Bellarmine, prove the ſupremacy of Yidor in this aRionby a 
notablecheat, the more oppoſition it had( ſaith Sanderss ) the 
authority of Vitor was the more conſpicuous , becauſe the 
Council of Neicedeclared in favour of Vitor , againſt all his 
oppoſers ;, in decerning that Eaſter ſhould be obſerved according 
to the decree of Victor, 

Bur it iSanſwered , that the Council did ſo, not for the 
authority of Yidor , but only becauſe they thought that 
opinion to beright: it was profeſſed by all the Churches of 
the Weſt, and by Jreneus: but Sanderus will not affirm, 
that the Council of Nejce tollowed the authority of Ireness. 
Secondly , albeit the Council had followed the authority ot 
Vitor, or periwaded by his authority, had made that decree; 
it doth not follow , that Yi&or had any juriſdiction over 
the Council , orthe whole Church: Paphnutivs made 2 mo- 
tion inthe Council of Neice, in the defence of married Prieſts, 
the Council all followed his opinion, as Socrates relates, lib,1, 
eap. 8, of his hiſtory of the Church , and yet the ſaid Paph» 

nutius had no ſupremacy over the Council, 


Sanderws 
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Saxderus inſtances, that the Council of Neice, in a Letter 
to the Chu:ch of Alexandria ( mentioned by Theodoretus ) 
affirms , that all the Brethren 4 the Eaſt are reſolved to follow 


the Church of Rome, #s ( the Council) «xd you of Alexandria, 
in the obſervation of Eaſter : where Senders and Bellarmine 
eſpy out twothings tor their advantage, the firſt is , follow, 
the ſecond is, that Romaxs is put in the fiiſt place betore us 
(the Council ) whereby they prove the authority of the Biſhop 
of Rome , above the Council, becauſe Romans is put before 
the Council, or us, and alto becauſe the Brethren of the Eaſt 
are ſaid to follow the Romans, os 
Bur it is anſwered, albeit Romans were put before us, or 
the Council , it doth not follow, that the Church of Rome 
hath any authority over the Council: being firſt mentioned 
in an Epiſtle, doth not import a juriſdition above another : 
Conſtantine \inan Epiſtle ( mentioned by Theodorttus, ib, 1, 
cap. 10,) writing of the ſame buſineſs,enumeraring a number 
ot Churches, with which theſe Churches of the Eaſt were 
reſolved in time coming, to obſerve Eaſter , placeth 
Spain betore France, but it doth not follow , that the 
hurch of Spain had any authority over the Church of 
France, 

Secondly , Bellarmine and Sanderas , following the verſion 

of Chr:fthofer ſoxe , tranſlates Theodoretss talfly , his words in 
the Orig:nal are, ore Ty/vTas Tis Tis gas ade) gs Ths Txiroper wh woruy. 
TES 0UPUAR Ie TOS PUjaalers ; X, vuly x, TROITLIS UE ap) IE euaAaTTIONT? T0 
ge 77 S1opo wr ur yur; Thatis, So that all the Brethren of 
the Eaſt , who diſſented from the Romans and you, and all theſe 
who obſerved Eaſter f-om the beginning , are reſolved hereaitter 
to obſerve it with you. The ſophiſtry of Sanderus and Bellarmine 
appears 11 t!11s, in ſtead of theſe words , are reſolved hereafter 
to obſerve Eaſter with you , which is the Original, they tran(- 
late , they are reſolved hereafter to follow the Reman, 
the 


” 
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the Council and you , putting in follow for with you, Fe. 
condly, in putting in the Romans and the Council , which 
isnot in the Original : which words #s or the Council, they 
inſert to prove the authority of the Chu:ch of Rome aboye 
the Council, Romans being placed by them before the Council, 
And this much of that conreſt of YicFor, with the Bilhops of 
Aſia, which they produce to p:ove the ſupremacy of the Bj. 
ſhop of -Rome, whereas in effect, it hath diſproved it, 
Such an other buſineſs as this , is that conte ſt of Stephanus, 
Biſhop of Rome , with Cyprian, and the Churches ot Africa, 
Vour the rebaptiſing of thoſe who were _— by Here- 
ticks: which they inſtance alſo to prove the {upremacy of the 
Biſhop of Rome, betore the Council of Neice, But fince we 
ſhewed , that the excommunication of Stephanus was not re- 
gairded.that Saint __—_— praiſed the oppoſition of Cyprias 
to it, andgecommen ed thele expreſſions of Cyprian, againſt 
the ufurpation of Stephanus to the whole Church, ſince $7 
Biſhops in that Council of Carthage , condemned the pro- 
ceedings of Stephanus, fince Cyprian, dying excommunicated, 
was reputed nevertheleſs a Saint by Auzuſtine , and other Fa- 
thers,and by the ancient Church of Rome, and alſo ſo reputed 
by the Modern Church of Rowe: that Excommunication of 
Cyprian % Stephanus is (0 far from proving , that the ſupre- 
macy of the Biſhop of Rome was an Article of Faith in thoſe 
dayes,that it demonſtrates invincibly the contrary, 
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CHA 


of AppeVations , pretended to prove the Supremacy, of the Bi- 
ſhip of Rome,in that interval, from the Apoſtles to the death 
of Cyprian, 


} \O theſe ations of Popes uſurping Authority , in that 


interval, are reterred ſeveral pretended Appellations, 
to the Biſhop of Rome , by which they endeavour 
to prove , his Supremacy in thoſe times - they mention di- 


veis, bellarmine makes ule of three; the firſt is, of the Grar& © 


Heretick Marc/on , who being excommunicated , for his pro- 
digious opinion , by his own Father , a Biſhop in Pontus, 
had his recourſe to Hyzinus , Bilhop of Rome, anno, 142, 25 
Epiphanius affirms, Heres, 42, Thelecond is Fortunatus, 
and Felix , being depoſed by Cyprian in Africa, about anno, 
252, fled to Cornelius Biſhop of Rome z as 1s related by Cypri- 
ans Epiſtle, 55, The third 1s alittle after the ſame time, B«- 
filides , and Martialis, being depoſed by the Biſhops of Spain, 
(as is reported by Cyprians epiſtle,68,) fled to Stepihnus, Bis 
ſhop of Rome; of which in order, and firſt of Marcion, 

This Marcion , ws a notorious and dangerous Heretick : 
againſt whom Tertallian, and Epiphanins , moſt bitterly en- 
veigh: hedenied the vetity of Chriſts humane nature , and 
the verity of his ſufferings z hedenyed alſo the reſarreRion 
of the body : he maintained , that men might be thrice bap- 
tiſed, His Father was a Biſhop or Preacher in Pontus , by 
whom he was excommunicated : he fled to Rome, deſiring to 
be admitted to the communion of that Church ; but he was 
rejected by the Clergy of Rome: he asked thema rea(on, they 
anſwered , they could not admitt him , without a teſlrmonial 
from his Father the Biſhop , who had excommunicated him, 1s 
is reported by Epiphanius, It is vety ſtrange , that Bellar- 
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mine ſhou!d call this an appellation , fince the Clergy of gome 
refuſed to hear him z neither did he appeal ar ll , as 2ppezrs 
both by the reaſon whetefore he lett h's own Count:ey, 2nd 
alſo by his demands at Rome, 

The firſt .s related by Epiphanius, who tells, he fled from 
his own Countrey , xot enduring the ſcoffs of tive common pee. 
ple : his demands at Rome are likewayes 1elared by Epiphy- 
nivs ,, viz, not to take knowledge in his canſe , in aſtod 
judoement , which is the demand of CA ppellants , but only ty 
be admitted to the communion of tat Churth , which was allo 
Mfuſed him , as is affirmed by Epiplanins, 

When he was rejected at Rome, heafſociated himſelf with 
one Cerdon : thoſe two hatched an opinion ot 2hree gods; the 
firſt they called the good God , which created nothing at al that 
is in this world , the ſecond they called a viſible god , Crea- 
tor of all things ;, the third god was the devil , whom they 
made as a mid-thing, between the viſible and the inviſible gud, 
Cerdon betore he was acquainted with Marcion, aflerted only 
ewo gods , the one author of all good things , the othet of al 
evill things : but after his aquaintance with Marcton, they 
both coughs theſe three gods : this damnable herefte , woun- 
derfully increaſed in many places , as /taly, Fegypt , Paleſtine, 
Arabia, Syria , Cyprus , Perſia , and other places 1 which 
cauſed Tertullian and Epiphanins inveigh fo bitterly agaunlt 
it in their Books, 

Bellarmine his ſecond inſtance of Appellations , is of For. 
Innatus and Felicisfimns , the ſtory is this ; Felicisſimns nd 

Novatian were condemned at a Council of Carthage; Felici* 
[tmus tor averring , that thole who had lapſed to Tdolatry , in 
time of perſecution , ſhould be admitted to of fice of the Chu h, 
after pen ance : Novation , tor m:intainine , that they might 
not be admitted to communion at all no nt after pennant? 
the Church of Garthage takes a midway, deceining that at- 
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er penance they might beadmitted to communion , but not 
to their charge in the Church, 

Felicisſf uus , who hai t:llen in Idolatry himſelf , and for 
that realon was debarred ttom his charge , conſpires with one 
Privatus , Who wis excommunicated as well as himſelt : they 
make a tation , and ſers up one Fortunatys , Biſhop of Car- 
thage , in opolition to Cyprian z and immeciatly gors to 
Rome , defiring of Cornelius, Biſhop of Rome, to be acmit- 
ted ro commun.on with that Church, defiring him to cqun- 
tenance their new Biſhop Fortunatus. Cornelius teiuſes at 
fiiſt, to hear them, but afterwards they uſe Menaces ; where- 
upon he writes to Cypriam his intimate triend. in their favourg 

It is demanded ot Bellarmine , how he finds any Appel- 
lation here? Thecaule is almoſt the ſame with that of Mar- 
cion , Which we now mentioned, yea, Pamelins himſelt in 
his Annotations , upon that place of Cyprian, Cenyes ex- 
prefly there was any appellations , bur that. theſe went to 
Rome , to complain, or to be judged , not in thoſe things 
in which they had been already judged by Cyprian, but in 
other things, 

Secondly, albeir there had been any appellations,it was op- 
poſed by Cyprian , for two reaſons, fiſt, becauſe delinquents 
ſhould be judged where the crime is committed where witneſſes may 
be had againſt them, Secondly, becauſe the authority of the Bi- 
ſhops in: Atrica was no leſs , ( who had already judged them ) 
then the authority of the Biſhop of Rome, to whom they had their 
recourſe. 

Rellarmine anſwers to both theſe reaſons ; to the firſt 
he eives a twofold anſwer, fi:ſt, that the meaning of Cyprian 
is to be unde: ſtood de prima inſtantia , that is, perſons ſheuld 
be judged where the crime is committed , the fi: ſt t me only; 
but it they appeal, thcy ſhould be jucged in that place, to 
which they appeal, But he Sophiſticates , jor Cyprian is 
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oppoſing a ſecond judgement at Rome , after they had 
been condemned in Carthage, as is notorious by the Hi. 
ſtory, 

Bellarmine anſwers , Secondly, that Cyprian is againſt a ſe. 
cond 1udgement or appellation, when the crime is manifeſt, 
and not when it i; dubious, Burt it isreplyed , that maniteſt of 
unmaniteſt crime doth not take away appellation , it theap. 
pellation be other wayes legal , or it the Judge to whom they 
app:al, have juriſd'\Rion over him , from whom they haye 
appealed : Neither doth Cyprian diſtinguith, between mani- 

eftand not manifeſt crimes at all, Secondly , Bellarmine 
CFntradiQs himſelf , in affirming , that the meaning of Cypri. 
an is that they may appeal to Rome , when the caule is dubi» 
ous, bur not when it is manifeſt ; which d ſtinCtion Bellar- 
mine admits, vis, that there ſhou'd be no appellation when 
the crime is manifeſt z and yet in this caſe of Fortunatus , and 
Felix , the crimes were maniteſt : and Be/larmine inſtances 
their appellations as legal, which is a flat contradiction : and 
this much of Befarmines anſwer to Cyprians firſtreaſon, 
viz, That Crimes ſhould be judged where they are com- 
mitted, 

_ He yet inſtances, that if that reaſon of©yprians were va- 
lid, it wou'd cut off all appellations , for there can be 19 4þ* 
peal, if crimes be judged where they are commi'ted, Butitis 
replyed, that Cyprian adds , when the authority of thoſe who 


have already Judged them , is no leſs then the authority of - 


thoſe to whom they appeal ; for immediatly atter thoſe words, 
crimes ſhould be judged where they are committed , he reſtriQs 

is meaning by the compariſon ot authority , except ( ſaith 
he ) the authority of the Biſhops of Atrica , be thought 
ws ſufficiem by thoſe profligate fellows who were judged by 
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Bellarmine inſtances, thoſe words of Cyprian, are not com- 
paring the authority of the Biſhops of Africa , with theau- 
thority of the Biſhop of Rome : bur only , with the cauſe of 
Fortunatus , and Felix: that is, the authority. of the Bi- 
ſhop in Africa, is ſufficient to judge that caſe : but it is an- 
ſwered , although that were the meaning of £yprian , it cutts 
off all appellations to Rome : tor it the authoricy of the Bi- 
ſhops ot #frica, be ſufficient in that caſe ot Fortunatus and Fe- 
lix , they cannot be rejudged at Rome, ina ſecond judge- 
ment, Secondly , albeit yprian for modeſties ſake, doth 
not name the authority ot the Church of Rome , in the com- 
pariſon - ( for he was a great reſp«er of © orxelius Biſhop of 
Rome) yet, that this is his meaning , appears more evident- 
ly by thoſe ſpeeches of his,ucrered againſt Stephanus Biſhop of 
Rome atterward , in an other Council of Carthage, which we 
mentioned in the former Chapter z where he expreſly affirms, 
that all Biſhops , are of a like juriſdiftion: And this much of 
Bellarmine. Pamelins anſwers this paſſage of Cyprian other- 
wayes , with a world of Sophiſtry, 

And fi;ſt he affirms, that Cyprian in thoſe words, is not 
diſputing againſt a ſecond judgement at Rome , but againſt 
a judgement at Rome , inthe caſe of Fortanatus , and Felix 
in prima inſtantia and therefore he uſes thele words » the 
crime ſhould be \udged where it is committed ; allud.ng to an 
Epiſtle Dectetal ot Fabianns Biſhop of Rome, in which ic 
is expreſly ordained , that xo Biſbop ſhould be judged at Rome, 
per Sultum , that is , until he be firſt judged , where he is ac+ 
cuſed to have tranſereſſ:d, So it ye object ro Pamelins , that 
Fortunatus and Felix , were already judged in Africa, and 
went to Reme to demand a ſecond hearing : he anſwers, they 
did not demand a recognoſcing of theſe things, tor which they 
had been al:eady judged , but deſired of Cornelius Biſhop of 


Rome ., that he wouid be judge in things atterward laid to 
their 
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their charge by the Biſhops of Africa, which were not yer 
judged by them, Bur itisreplyed , it 1s falle, t)\.t Pameliys 
affirms, for it appears exprefly y Cyprians Letter, that he 
diſputes againſt a ſecond ju i2ment at Rome , +n! nor a judge. 
ment in Prima inſtantia, wheres Pamelins athrms, that new 
crimes were intended , which had not been yer judged : it is 
his bare aſſertion, neither brings he any proof of ity tor ifany 
ſuch thing had been, a judgement 7» prima 1nſtantia could not 
have been with any ſhadow o! juſtice countenanced at Rome 
neither could Feliciſſimws be lo ignorint, as to expe any 
edreſs that way ; the Scope of Fe/iciſſimus complaint was, 
IS he and Fortunatus might be reſtored , becauſe the 
judgement of the African Biſhops paſſed againſt chem was 
unjuſt, 

Pamelins inſtances ſecondly , that it was a firſt judgement 
or in prima inftantia , which Fel:iciſſtmns demanded at Rome, 
or elſe it was an appellation ſeing there can he ny mids, 
bur there is no mention made of appeilation at all by Cyprian, 
Ergo, it was a judgement in prima inſtanti: which they 
demanded at Rome; and for which Cyprian (o much expoſtu- 
lats with Cornelius , and inveighs 1gainſt them, 

It is anſwered firſt , how this paſſage of Cyprian puzles 
them , appears by their contradictions in their gloſſes : els 
larmine inſtances this particular of Feliciſſimus , as anappella- 
tion, to prove the juriſdiftion of the B ſhop of Rome, over 
the Biſhops in Africa: Pamelius flatly denys , that Feli- 
ciſſimus appealed at all , which is a flat contradiCion of 
Bellarmine : he takes this courſe ,, perceiving , thar if this 
particular of Feliciſſimus were an appellation , Cyprian muſt of 
neceſſity be againſt the ſupremacy »of the Biſhop of Romey 
fince he expreſly diſputs, that Feliciſſ1mus cannot be judged 
at Rome, and conſequently Pamel:ns confeſleth , that Bel- 
larmines evaſions are nothing to the purpoſe, , 
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It is anſwered , ſecondly, ( whereas Pamelins diſputes 
Feliciſſimus did not appeal , Ego he demanded a judgement 
in prima inſlantia ) it doth not tollow , becauſe thete is a 
mids -' Feliciſſimus did make no appeal , when he came out 
of Africa, neither defired.he a 1econd judgment 2t Rome, as 
it had been a formal appeal : out only defired , the affiſtance 
of Cornelius , that by his moyen he m'ighe have ſome re- 
dreſs: that this isno evaſi-n , appeats by two unanſierable 
reaſons ; the fi: is this, 

Cyprian inhis 55 Ep'ſtle . firms, that they had ſolicited 
the Biſhops in Africa, betore ever they had ſolicited the 
Biſhop of Rowe , m+king the ſame comp'aints : but none will 
affirm, that they appealed to thoſe Biſhops of Africa, alter 
they had been condemned by the Council of Carthaze, over 
which the Biſhops ot Af+:ca had no authority, in which 
doing they followed the example of Privatus , who after 
he was condemned both in the Council of Africa and 
at Rome by Cornelius himſelt, yet he deſired a fecond judges 
ment, in another Council in Africa , whereby ir isevident, 
that a ſecond 1wdgement in thoſe dayes, Cid not inter of ne- 
ceſſity, a. formal appellation , face there cou!d be no ap- 
pellation from a Synod to its felt : neither will Bel armine af- 
fiim , that Privatus appealed from Cornelins to a Counci! 
in Africa, 

The ſecond reaſon proving a mids between an Appeal and 
a judyement in prima inſtantia, is this: we bave p:oved, thar 
Feliciſſimus Cid not demind a judgement in prima inſlantia 
from Corndlins B.ſhop of Rome, but neither did heappe +l unto 
him tor an Appeatler 's held P: o no judicato or not guilty,ti]! the 
appeal be ciſcuſſed; but ſo was not Fe!iciſſimus , tor all held 
him guilty in Africa, nd refuſed communion with him : 
neither did Cornelins a*m.tt him to his communion at Rome, 
after he was condemned by the Council of Carthage : neither 
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did Cornelius judge in his cauſe at all , bur only wrote unto 
Cyprian to deal tavourably with him, Since then, ' ypr44% 
di(puted fo vehemengly, that Cornelius ſhould not medle in 
that caſe of Feliciſſmnas , after the determination ot the 
Council of Carthaze ; much more he would have oppoſed 
the authority of Cornelius, it there had been any formal ap- 
pellation : and all what Bellarmine :nd Pamelws alledge to 
the contrary , is proved ſophiſtry, the one contradiQing the 
other, and this much of Fortunatus and Felliciſſimus, 

The third example of Appellations ( in this interval before 
the Council of Nezce } inſtanced by Bellarmine, is this, Cor- 
nelius Bilhop of Rome dying, Lucius (ucceeds ; but he not live 
ing long, Stephanus (ſucceeds, in whole time the Biſhops of Spain 
excommunicat Baſilides a Biſhop, an4likewayes one Martialis, 
for talling in Idolatry, or ſacrificing to Idols, in thetime of 
perſecution, tor fear of torture, or death : Baſilides becomes 
penitent , demands abſolution, which they grant him , but 
withal , they retuſe to reſtore him to his Biſhoprick , in which 
they put another called Sabinus, Baſilides and Martia'is have 
their recourſe to Srephanus Biſhop of Rome; he takes not ſo 
much notice of Mart/alis, but he writes to the Biſhops of Spain 
to reſtore Baſi/ides to his place : they conſult the Biſhops of 
Africa, who meeting in a Council about che buſineſs, the Bi- 
ſhops of Africs ſend their opinion in an Epiſtle ( which in the 
edition of Twrnebius is Epiſt, 35, in that of Pamelius, 68, of 
Cyprian) in which _—_— Cyprian inveighs againſt Baſilides 
as an Impoſtor, taxeth Stephanus of credulity, in giving ear to 
Baſilides, and concludes , that the defire ot Stephanus ſhould 
not be obeyed, fince Sabinws was legally put in the place of Ba- 
ſilides, and therefor they ought to maintain him in that Bi- 
ſboprick, | 

Here Belarmine is demanded , what he ſees in this Hiſtory 
making for the juriſdiction of the Biſhop of Rome over on 
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Biſhops of Spain? or for proving that Baſilides appealed for- 
mally Ir would (cem, that Baſi{ides appealed nor, fince he 
was held pro judicato excommunicated,depoſed, and another put 
in his Biſhoprick , which could not have been done,it Appeals 
to Rome had been believed obligatory in thoſe dayes, Se- 
condly, *Cyprianand the Council of Africa adviſe the Biſhops 
of Spain, not to obey the defire of Srephanss in reſcinding the 
ordination of Sabinss , 3fh:med by them to be legal ( Jure 
ordinata ) but if Baſi.ides had appealed , the ordination of 
Sabinus had not been law'ul , whereby iris evident, that no 
appeals to Rome were approved in thoſe Cayes, albeit Ba- 
filides had appealed, 

Bellarmine an'wers, that Baſilides did appeal, becauſe he had 
his recourle to 37ephanus, and complained - But it is replyed, 
firſt, that was no -ppe-], becauſe he made no intimation of 
it to the Biſhops ot Sparn, before he went to Rome, Secondly, 
becauſe his going to Rome ., did not hinder or ſuſpend the 
execution of the ſentence paſſed againſt him, as appears by the 
roam, ot Sabinus in his Biſhoprick inthe interim, Thirdly, 
when he came to Rome , he brought no probations with him, 
but on'y as Cyprian affirms , ——— longe = & rei 
geſt a ignarums fefellit , that is, he deceived Stephanus Biſhop 
of Rome, altogether ignorant of the buſineſs, Laſtly, it Baſe- 
[ides had appealed , the Biſhops of Spain had been cited ro 
plead the cauſeat Rowe, which they were not , whereby it is 
evident there was no —_ 

Seconcly, ro prove the Juriſdidt on of the Biſhop of Rome, 
Bellarmine alledgeth , that Stephanus commanded the Biſhops 
of Spain to repone Baſilides , and reicind that ordination they 
had made in favou: of Sabi/zus, But it is anſwered ( toomit,we 
ſhewed it was no formal ſentence of Srephanus , but only an 
advice) Bellarmine 'orgers the other ha!f of the tale , quite 
deſtroying the (uptemacy " the Biſhop ot Rome , as firſt, that 
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the Biſhops of Spain (before they gave an anſwer to Stephanss) 
conſulted with the Biſhops of Africa, whereby it is evidenr, 
they acknowledged not the juriſdition of the Biſhops of 
Rome, "Secondly , the Fiſhops of Africa, meeting in a 
Council, adviles them notto obey the deſire of Srephanss, in 
reſcinding their ordinat.on of Sabinus, becauſe it was Rire 
peratta, or legal, and conſequent!y Srephanus had no authori 
to command them, Thirdly, becaule the Biſhops of Spain 
did not obey the deſire of Srephanus , at leaſt it is not tound 
in any monument of Antiquity, that ever Baſilides was 
reſtored, 

Bellarmine inſtances, that Stephayus would never have 
taken it upon him, to cognolce in the cauſe of Baſilides,, it it 
had not belonged to him + But it is anſwered, firſt, he did 
not cognoſce formally in it at all , as we ſhewed, Secondly, 
albeit he had, . it was only an uſurpation , which is no title 
of the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, We do not affirm 
that Stephanss had not ſo much arrogancy , fince he declared 
he had, as appears by his proceeding with the Churches of 
Africa, mentioned in the tormer Chapter: we only afhrm, that 
he did not cognoſce formally in this caſe of Bſfi/ides , bur 
only delt by way of perſwaſion': and although he had done 
ſo, it is no Argument for the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of 
Rome, as an Articke of Baith in thoſe dayes y fince it was every- 
where oppoſed,as we proved by that paſſage of Y;For, with the 
oriental Biſhops,and of Stephanus with Cyprien,and this of Ste- 
phanus with the Biſhops of Spain: by which paſſages it appears, 
that the decrees of the Biſhop of Rome wete oppoſed in all the 
Eaſt, in France , in Africa, 1n Spain, thatis, almoſt by the 
whole Church. Am this much ot appellations ro Rome, 
before the dayes of Cyprian, 
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CHAP, XL 


The teſtimonies of Ignatius , Irenzus and Tertullian , objecF- 
ed to prove the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, before 
the times of Cyprian, examined, 


N the two former Chapters , we anſwered all what the 
Learned Romaniſts could pretend, to prove the ſupremacy 
- of the Biſhop of Rome, betore the midle of the third Cen- 
tury , by uſurpations of Biſhops of Rowe and appellations : 
They next endeavour to prove it by teſtimonies of Fathers, 
which are of two ſorts z 1, wreſted z, 2, forged, Int 
Chapter and the next following , we will examine the firſt 
ſort z and then we will conclude this Book, with examining 
the laſt, The Fathers, whoſe teſtimonies they wreſt, are 
either Greek , or Latin : The Greek Fathers are 7gnatios, 
and renews ; the Latin Fathers , by them alledged are, 
Tertullian , and Cyprian : We will beak of the Greek Fa» 
thers, and alſo of Tertulian in this Chapter , and will an- 
ſwer theſe teſtimonies of Cyprian in the Chapternext tol- 
lowing, And firſt of 7gnativs , from whom they alledge the 
inſcription of his Epiſtle written ro the Romans, which 
is this, 1gnatius to the Santtified Church preſiding in the re- 
gion of the Romans; thus the place is alledged by Bellarmine, 
whereas the Greek hathi Ti mpoutfnrar iy Thaw opts pounlor 3 
that is, which preſides in the place of the region of the Ro- 
mans : wherefore they renderit ſo? this is the reaſon; Bar= 
ronins ad annum, 45 num, 10, obſerves, that the Roman 
Church, and the Catholick Church were believed to be the 
ſame ; and therefore, they tranſlate [enativs , affirm- 
ing the Church of Rome , to Preſide in the region of the Ro» 
mans , that is ( ſaith Bellarmine and Bozins ) Preſiding in the 
Catholick Church, FG 
H 3 But 
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- Buritisanſwered, firſt , that it was not thecuſtom, in 
the dayes of Ignatius, to call the Roman: church, the C atholick- 
church : or where they (pake of the Roman-church , to mean 

by it the Catholick-church: firſt, becauſe the oldeſt reſtimo- 

ny we have of that kind , is in the dayes of Theodoſivs junior, 

Vidtor Uticenſis,and Gregorius Turonenſis :that is,not till 300, 
years after 7gnativs z and 400, afterChriſt, Secondly , that 

» maner of phraſe had its Original from the Arians ; the aid 

Gregortus Twronenſis , in his Book , , De gloria martyrum, 

eap, 25, brings in an Arien Prince , calling the Orthodox- 

charch', the Roman-church , or Orthodox-chriſtians., Romans, 

Thirdly , that maner of ſpeaking had its Original , from a 

politick reaſon ; and not from an Eccleſiaſtical : In thoſe 

dayes the Goths, Alans , and Yandals made war upon the Ro- 
mans the firſt three were 4rians , the Romans orthodox : 
and therefore , becauſe all-rhe Orthodox Chriſtians partied 
the Romans in that war , they called them all Romans ; their 

Faith , the Roman Faith , their Church the Roman Church: 

as the Twrks at this day, call all Chriſtians Francks , or 

French-men, PFoutthly , as we ſaid , they tranſlate Tenatins 

talfly z for his words are. , ts the Church preſiding in Loc, 

regionis Romanorum , inthe place of the region of the Romans : 
whereby it evidently appears, that the meaning of 77natizs is 
mo other , then the Church preſiding in the Town of Rome ; 
ſince none can affirm by theſe words , he means otherwayes, 

or that the Church of Rome preſides in the whole Church , 

fince- he particularizes .the prefidency.., and reſtricts it to a 

certain-place, of the region of. the Romans: and therefore , 

they ſophiſticate egregiouſly , in.tranſlating 7gnativs , Pre- 

fiding in the region of the Romans, Since the. Romans ( ſay 
| they) ar that time commanded the.whole world , 7gnatias 

. by.a Church'. Prefiding in: the: region: af. the Romans , under- 

- Kands a Church Preſiding in the whole warld 5 whereas the 

wards .. 
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wotds of 17natus impart no more , buta Church preſiding in 
a certain place ,of the region of the Romans, Which is further 
confirmed , becauſe we ſhewed before, from theſe two E- 
piſtles of Ignatius to the Trallians, and Magneſians , that he 
acknowledged no Office in the Church , above that ofa Bi- 
ſhop : but he could not be ſo forgetful of himſelf, as in this 
Epiſtle , to acknowledge the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of 
Rome , as Bellarmine and Bozins pretends he doth, which is 
{u:ther confi: med , by the teſtimony of Baſilins Epiſts 8, 
where he afhrms , that Iconium preſides ina part of Piſi» 
dis,whichis juſt fuch an other expreſſion as that of 7gnativs, 

We could detend the meaning of 7gnativs , notto make 
much for them, although they had tranſlated him faith» 
fully; that is, it he had (aid Preſiding in the region of the 
Romans : for, from theſe words it can no more be gathered, 
that the Biſhop of Rowe is cecumenick Biſhop-, then ircan 
provethe Biſhop of Ments , or the Biſhop of Carthage , cecu- 
menick Biſhop z becauſe they preſide inthe region of 
Carthage , &c, for in the dayes of 7gnativs, as we ſaid, none 
were called Komans , but thoſe who lived within the precinR, 
or particular command of the City : and this much of 7g- 
natins, 

Now followeth 1reness, from whom they bring a teſtimony 
by them much magnified , the paſſage is this, ſpeaking of the 

hurch of Rome , ad hanc enim eccleſiam , propter potentiorem 
principalitatem , neceſſe eſt omrem convenire eccleſiam , hoe 


eſt eos qui Junt undique , fideles , in qua Semper ab his qui | 


Sunt wndique- conſervata eft ea , que ab Apoſtolis eft tra- 
ditio, The ſubſtance is , all Churches ſhould accord with the 
Church of Rome , for two reaſons, firſt , berauſe of its more 
powerful principality ;, the next is, becauſe Apoſtolical tradition 
is preſerved in that Church. But this place makes not much 
for them , as appears by rreneus ſcope ; this paſſage is-tound, 
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lib. 3, cap, 13, in which Chapter he is diſputing againſt 
Hereticks , which were the perfet Scriptares * he willech 
them for their ſatisfation , to conſule with the ancient 
Chirches , which ſucceſſively deſcended from the Apoſtles; 
and fo? inſtance ſake , proponeth unto them the Church 
Rome his meaning is then, in thoſe words, whatever the 
Church of Rome at that time thought perfed Scriptures , all 
Churches about were buund to acknowledge them for ſuch, firſt, 
by reaſon of its more powerful principality, that Church being 
founded by the Apoſtles Paul and Peter( as was believed then ) 
Secondly, becauſe it hath been thought by Churches about 
to have. purely preſerved that tradition of the Canon of Scrip- 
ture , which it had received from the Apoſtles : ſo that the 
meaning of 7renevs is no other then this , that all are bound 
to accord to that Church , ſo long as it preſerves the perfet? 
Canon of Scripture, and teaches no other Doctrine then is con- 
tained in it , by this teſtimony of renevs, weare bound no 
more to adhere to the Church of Rowe , then it adhereth to 
the Scripture, 

But they inſtance, ſreness imply, without ſuch reſtritions, 
af firms,that all accord to theChurch of Rome, becauſe it ob- 
ſerves the apoſtolick tradition; which is as much, ſay they, as the 
Church of Rome cannot make an Apoſtacy, But it is re- 
plyed, firſt, although 7rexess affirmed, char inthoſe times, 
the Church of Rome preſgrved the pure Canon of the Scripture g 
yet he doth not affirm , that in all times coming it would 
do (o, The Church of Rome at this day , obſerves not that 
Cannon of the Scripture , which was obſerved in the dayes 
of Irenexs; the Council of Trent , under the pain of an Ana- 
thema adds to the Canon of the Scriptures,theſe Books com- 
monly called Apocrypha , which were rejeed by the Church 
of Rome , in the dayes of Irenexs , as ſhall be provedin its 
own place, by the teſtimonies of the moſt eminent Doctors 


of 
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of the Roman Church , ro omit the teſtimonies of almoſt 
all the Fathers , by whoſe teſtimonies it ſhall beproyed, that 
in the dayes of 1renevs-, the Chnrches of Rome , Afre , A- 
frica, Egypt , &c, rejeted thoſe Books canonized by the 
Council ot Trent : and therefore, they muſt of neceſſity 
affirm , that either the Modern Church of Rome, or the Coun- 
cil of Trent , excommunicates all theſe , who accord with the 
Church ot Rome , in the Canon of the Scripture, in the 
dayes of Ireneus : orelſe they have made a detetion them- 
ſelves, from that Church , which was in the dayes of Irene- 
ws : The Council of Trext makes thoſe Books Canonical, 
with an Anathema to thoſe who ſhall not acknowledge them 
for ſuch , but the Church of Rome , in the dayes of Irene- 
#s, rejected chem as Apocryphal , as is proved by the teſtimo- 
nies of Ruffinus in Symbulo apud Cyprianum , and Hieronymus 
in his preface upon the Books of the Kings, and prologo Galeato, 
tom, 3, Thatall other Churches accorded with the Church 
of Rome, in that Canon of the Scriptures , is proved by an 
induction of them all : as the eaſt Church , as is teſtified by 
Melita, the Church of Feruſalem; as is teſtified by Cyril, 
of Alexandria, witneſle Athanas and Grigen, of France 
as is teſtified by Hilariss, of Aſia , Concil, Loadicenum, 
of Conftantineple ; Nazianz,and Damaſcesn, Theſe teſtimo- 
nies are acknowledged by Belarmine himfelt tor the moſt 
, lib, 1, cap, 20, de werbo Dei, 

Secondly , that Irenexs in theſe words , means no other 
according with the Church of Rome, then in as far as it pre- 
ſerves the truth , appears turther , not only by his keeping 
communion with the Biſhops of che Eaſt , notwithſtanding 
of their excommunication by Yi&or ; but likewayes by his 
ſharply rebuking of YiFor , taxing him of Ignorance , and 
Arrogance , for his proceeding in ſuch a manner : by which 
it evidently appears , that necceflar communion. with the 

/ Cturch 


64 The Grand Impoftor diſcovered, Part 1, 
Chutch of Rome was no article of faith in the opinion of7renevs; 
- much leſs che ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, and this much 
of Irenexs,, »  " | 

- Now we come to the Latine Fathers , the firſt paſſage al- 
ledged is of Tertallianss de pudicitia , where he calls / jor 
Biſbop of Rome, Biſbop of Biſhops : But it is anſwered , firſt, 
albeit he did (o, it proves not Yidor was cecumenick Biſhop 
becau'e we read that Fames is fo called by Clement, Lupus 
is ſo called by Sidonins, lib, 6, epiſt, 1, Marcus Biſhop of 
Alexandria , is called alſo Biſhop of B:ſhops , by Theodorns Bal- 
ſamon , in his anſwers to the Interrogations of the (aid Marcus : 
but Bellarmine will not ffirm , that Fames , or Lupus, or 
Marcus were c2cumenick Biſhops, | 

Secondly , Tertull:an in that place ; calling ior Biſhop of 
Biſhops , doth (o [ronict or in mockery , as appcares by the oc- 
caſion of his calling him ſo ., which was this: Yi&or made 
a decree of admitting fornicators or -whoremongers too eafily 
ro the communion of the Church , inthe opinion of Terrull;- 
an, Speaking of that decree, Tertull:an aſhrms, Epiſcepus E- 
pilcoporum nuper edidit Edilum , &c, The Biſhop 4 Bi- 
ſhops hath now put forth an Edi, and falls roo immediarly and 
diſputes againſt it : whereby it appears , that he did not ac- 
knowledge the ſupremacy of Yiitor : that he is mocking 
him , appears further , by his calling that decree of Yidor, 
Edittum , an edif# , but Emperours only ſet forth Edits, 
and fo he calls Vitor Biſhop of Brſbops , in the ſame ſence 
that he calls his decree an Edif# , which none can deny 
to be in mockery, 

They alledge another p:ſſage from Tertullian in his pre- 
ſcript, 76, . againſt hetericks, rhis paſſage is objected by Pa- 
melins , and is this , 1f ye live inthe adjacent places totaly, 
Je have Rome, from wh ence we have alſo Authority, Tertul- 
lian himſelf then lived in Africa , whence they _— 

om 
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from theſe words we have Authority , that the Biſhop of Rome 
had Juriſdiction in Africa in the opinion Tertullian, Burt it 
is anſwered , this place reſembles very much that of 1renevs, 
which wenow diſcuſſed z his ſcope in theſe words, is toarme 
his Readers againſt herefies, among other preſcriptions, he pre- 
{cribs this fore one , that all ſhould ſtrive to inform them- 
ſelves what is the Doctrine of thoſe Churches which were 
founded by the Apoſtles, and then to conform themſelves 
to that Dorine, And firſt , ſaith he , 71f ye live ix Achaia 
conſult the Church of Corinth z if ye live not far from 
Macedonia , conſult the Church of efltipp , and Theſla. 
lonica « if ye live in Aſia , conſult the Church of Epheſus, 
if ye live in the adjacent parts to Italy , follow the Church 
of Rome ; from which ( faith he ) we alſo in Aﬀrica have 
our authority , becauſe it is the neareſt Apoſtolick Church, 
Obſerve , he calls Apoſtolick Churches thole who were 
founded by the Apoſtles themſelves , as that of Philippt, 
Corinth , Theſſalonica by Paul , that of Epheſus by St, 
Fohn , that of Rome by Peter and Pawl » whence it is 
ealie to conjecture , what is the meaning of Teriullian : 
for by theſe words , from whence we have our CAuthori- 
ty , it follows no more , that the Church of Rome hath 
juriſdigion in Africa, then it follows , that the Church 
of Epheſus , or Antiochia have juriſdition over all 4ſiay 
or , that the Church of Corinth hath juriſdition over all 
Achaia, His meaning then aſluredly is , that albeit one 
be not under the juri(diction of the neareſt Apoſtolick 
Church ; yet it is the (ureſt way , to preſerve your ſelf 
from Kereſie, to follow the Faith of that Church, becauſe 
it is moſt like , that thoſe Churches, who were tounded 
by the Apoſtles themſelves , are leaſt obnoxious to de- 
feRtion, 

I Secondly, 
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Secondly , that Tertullian did not dream of any ſuch thing 
as the intalibity of the Church of Rowe , or ſupremacy of the 
Biſhop of Rome, as a neceſſar article of faith, appears, not 
only by his diſputing expreſly againſt that decree of Yior, 
Biſhop of Rowe , which we now mentioned , but alſo, by 
ſeveral other paſſages of Tertu/ian, in the ſaid preſcriptions, 
and elſe where, Beats? Rhenanss in his Argument to the (ame 
book of Tertullian, de preſcrip, printed at Baſil , anno, 1521, 
(which Rhenanas was 2 Popiſh DoGtor, and exqu fitly verſed 
in the Writings of the Fathers, and _—— of Ter- 
tulliax , upon whom he commented) hath theſe expreſſions, 
Tertull;an, (faith he) doth not confine theChatholick Church to 
the Church of Rome, he doth not eſteem ſo highly of the 
Church of Rome, as they do now a dayes ; he reckoneth her 
with other Churches , and ailmoniſheth his Reader to en- 
quire , as well what milk the Church of Corinth gave, as that of © 
Rome: In which words, he means the ſame very paſſage of 
Tertulliaw which we now explained , and vindicated from the 
Sophiſtry of Pamelins : at laſt he concludes, if Tertullian 
were now alive, and ſhould ſay ſo much , he could not eſcape un- 

iſhed , and this much Rhenanus avouched , when he had 
the uſe of his rongue : but the index, expurgatorins belgicus, 
pag. 78, has gagged his mouth with a del/eantur hee werba , and 
ſo they are got now found in the Editions of Rhenanss, printed 
fince in thoſe places, where the Pope hath jurifdition, 
They had reaſon to purge out thoſe words from Rhenanus, 
becauſe the teſtimony of his was asa Poyniard, ſticking in the 
very bowels of that article of the Catechiſe of the Council 
of Trent, viz, that there is no ſalvation without communion 
werh the Church of Rome 
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CHAP, XII, 


Several paſſages objefted out of Cyprian , to prove the ſupre- 
macy of the Biſhop of Rome, in that interval , vindicated 


from Sophiſtry, 
jj © He laſt Father they make uſeof , to prove the ſupre- 


macy ot the Biſhop ot Rome, in that interval , be- 

tween the times ot the Apoſtles, and the death of 
Cyprian , is Cyprian himſelt, There is not a Father of them 
all more urged, to prove the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome, 
thenCyprian;and yer it is moſt certain,that it never had a great- 
er enemy then he : what Cyprians opinion was anent that con» 
teſt, appeared in the former Chapters, both by his reſtimo- 
nies , and his actions: Our adverſaries diſpute two wayes 
for the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome , out of Cyprian : 
firſt by ſophiſtry, next by forgery: we will retute the firſt 
in this Chapter , and prove the ſecond in the Chapters fol- 
lowing z and that by the reſtimonics of the greateſt Anti- 
quaries, that ever the Church of Rome produced, 

The firſt reſt: mony of Cyprian, they bring is, from his 42, 
Epiſtle, where writing to Cornelius Biſhop of Rome , he hath 
theſe words, Some while ago, we ſent ſome of our Colleaguts to 
compoſe ſome differences, or to reduce ſome ſchiſmaticks to the 
wnity of the Chatholick Church, &c, and alittle after But thoſe 
Schi{maticks ſet up to themſelves an adulterons head againſt the 
Church; from which place, Belarmine reaſons thus, as _ 
Novatians ſet up one to be heaa of their Church , or of the 
whole Church ot the Novatiansz ſo Cornelius was head of the 
Catholick Church. 

But it is anſwered, this reaſoning is very unbeſeeming 
fuch a learned man as B:armine: tor the meaning of Cyprian 
is no other, then that the Novatians ſet up to themſelves a 
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Biſhop at Reme, in oppoſition to Cornelius ; (o he calls the 
Novatian Biſhop, an adu/terous head , my to Cornelius, 
who was the true head of the particular Church at Rome , be- 
cauſe he was the true Biſhop thereof: and fo Cyprian doth 
not mean any head of the whole Charch , but only by Head, 
he means Bilhop of the particular Church of Rome, 

Bellarmine inſtances, that Cyprian affirms , his intention 
was toreconcile theſe Shiſmaticks to the Catholick Church , by 
which he means the Church of Rome, and ſince the Church 
of Rome is the Catholick Church , and the Biſhop of Rome 

ead of the Church of Rome, Ergo, be is Lead of the Catholick 
Church, 

But it is anſwered when Cyprian calls the Church of 
Rome: the Catholick Church , his meaning is a particular 
Church profeſſing the Dottrine of the Cathalick Church , 
and therefore, they who were reconciled to the Church of 
Rome , were reconciled to the Catholick Church alſo - fo 
any reconciled to a part:cular Church, protefling the Do- 
r1ne of the Catholick Church,is reconciled alſo to the Catho- 
lickChurch,and yet that particularChurch is not the Catholick 
Church, That this is the meaning of m—_— appears, by the 
preceeding Epiſtle,or epiſt.41,where ſpeaking of ſome Schiſ- 
maticks in the Church of Carthaze, he afhirms they oppoſed 
themſelves tothe Catholick Church : he means, they oppoſed 
themſelves to the Church of Carthage, inwhich doing, they 
oppoſed themſelves to the Catholick Church ; becauſe the 
Church of Carthage, profeſſed the ſame Dodrine, with the 
Catholick: Church , in oppoſing or renting the Church of 
Carthage, they rent and oppoſed the Catholick Church, 

Pamelius , urgeth , that Cyprian affirms, that thoſe 
Schiſmaticks fuſed the bolome of the root and mother 
Church :. where obſerve, ſaith he , that Cyprian _ = 

urc 
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Church of Rome, the root and the mother of all E hurches, or 
of the Catholick Church, which Epithet is given by Cyprian 
to the Church of Rome, notonly in this epiſtle , bur alſo in 
his 45, epiſt to Cornelius : in which he gives injunRions to 
thoſe he was ſending to Rome, ( to be informed concerning 
that ſchiſm of the Nowatians) that they ſhould acknowledge 
and adhere to the Root and Mother of the Catholick Church, 
But it is anſwered , that Cyprian by Root and Mother of 
the Catholick Chw ch, means no other thing, but the Catho- 
lick Church it ſelf , as appears by the ſaid 45, Epiſtley in 
which he affirms to Cornelius, that hearing that there was 
a ſchiſm in the Church of Rome, heſent Caldonins and For- 
natus, tobe informed of the truth of the buſineſs, and ro 
' adhere to neither party, till they were informed which of the 
fations was in the right ? and which in the wrong 2 and for 
that reaſon, he did not direc his Letters, either ro Cornelius, 
or to that Nowvatian Biſhop , but only to the Preſbyters w_ 
Deacons of Rome , that being informed by them , they migh 
adhere to thoſe, who held and acknowledged the Root and 
Mother of the Catholick Charch : whereby it is evident, that 
Cypriandid not believe, that Cornelius Biſhop of Rome , or 
thoſe who adhered to him , were the root and mother of the 
Catholick Church , fince he gave his meſſengers injunion, to 
ſuſpend their Judgments, till they were informed, who adhered 
to the root and mother of the Catholick Church, thatis, who 
maintained the true Faith, or who were members of the 
Catholick Church, tor it Cyprian had believed, that Cornelius 
and his tation , haq been the root and mother of the Catholick 
Church, he would not have injoyned his meſſengers to ſuſpend 
their judgment , till they were informed by the Presbyters 
and Deacons : (o it is evident , that Cyprian by Root and 
Mother of the Catholick Church , means the Catholick Church 
it ſelf , both in his 45, and 42, Epiſtle and in the ſame ſenſe, 
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epiſt, 43, and 44, he exhorts them to return to their 
mother , that is, to the unity of the Catholick Church, 

The ſecond paſſage of Cyprian is found in his 55, Epiſtle, 
where he hath theſe words, That the occaſion of Hereſirs and 
Schiſmes in the Church is only this, that the Prieſt of God is not 

ed, and that it is not believed, that one Prieſt 45 J ndge in 

place of Chriſt for a time , is in the Church, This place is 
much urge>#by Pamelius, in his Annotations upon the {aid 
Epiſtle, to prove an ecumenick Biſhop. | 

But it is anſwered, Cyprian in this Letter or Epiſtle, is in- 
veighing againſt thoſe, who had ſer up one Fortaunatus ( as we 
ſhewed before) Biſhop of Carthage , in oppoſition to himlelt : 
and his meaning is not , that there ſhould be one Brſbop in the 
Catholick Church, but only exe Biſhop in a particular Church, 
or the Church of Carthage : becauſe two Biſhops , in 
one place , occaſions Schiſmes , and Herelies , faith Cy- 
prian : (o its evident , that Cyprian is pleading his own 
cauſe , diſputing againſt thoſe who had ſet up a Schiſma- 
tick Biſhop , in the Church of Carthage , in oppoſition to 
himſelf, and then went to Reme, and calummited him to 
Cornelius : it had been impertinent in Cypriay,in this queſti- 
on , to bring in mention of an ecumenick ſhop z the whole 
diſpute of Cyprian conliſts in theſe two Sylogilmes , the firſt 
is, whoriſe up in oppoſition to their lawful Biſbap, will aſſuredly 
be puniſhed by God. 4 

Bot th e men , Fortunatus aud Feliciſhmus , rife ap againſt 
their lawful Biſhop. 

Ergo,God will dſereds puniſh them, _ 

The ſecond Sylogiſme 1s this , who are the occafien of Here- 
fies and Schiſmes, will be puniſh'd : 

But who rife qxinſ their lawful Biſhop , are the occaſion of 
Hereſics, and Schiſmes, 

Ergo, &c, By 
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By which diſputations of C yprians, it isevident , that by 
one Bifbop he doth not mean an ecumenick Biſhop , but any 
Biſhop ot a particular charge; becauſe if by one Biſhop he had 
meaned, In ecumenick B:ſbo , the minor of his firſt Sylogiſme 
is notoriouſly falſe: for , Fortunaius and PR , did 
not riſe up againſt an cecumenick Biſhop, but only againſt cy- 
prian , Biſhop of Carthage. 

But Pamelins inſtances, firſt , that Cyprian cites ſeveral 
reſtimonies of Scripture, in this diſpute , which did quadrate 
only tothe /i2h Prieft of the Jewes : And theretore, thoſe 
words of C yprian are more fitly to be underſtood of an ecume- 
wick Biſhop, But it is anſwered, Pamelins playes the Sophiſter 
three wayes: Firſt , it is falſe , that theſe paſſages cited by 
C "”—_ , are only applyable to the high Prieſt of the m_ 
firft, he cites thoſe words of Moſes , Denrr, 17, what ever 
man , who out of Pride , ſhall not hearken to the Frieſt and 
Fudge who [ball be in thoſe dayes , that man ſhall die, Put 
that Moſes 1s not ſpeaking here of the Heh Prieſt , but 
of any Prieſt , a very child may perceive , who reads that 
COT of Dewteronomie , or the 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, verſes 
of it, 

Secondly , Pamelins Sophiſticates , in omitting thoſe 
paſſages cited by Cypriaw , which cannot be applyed to 
the High Prieſt onely: as that of Matth, 8, 4. Golhew thy 
ſelf unto the Prieſls , and that of Luke , 10, 16, he that 
heareth you heareth me , &c, 

Thirdly , Pame/inus Sophiſticates egregiouſly , inconclud- 
ing Cyprian to mean in thote words , an cecumenick Fiſhop, 
by reaſon ot his citation of thoſe teſtimonies ot Scripture : tor 
Cyprian in his Epiſtle to Rogatianus , and in another Epiſtle to 
Florentins ,citesall thoſe very places, which he cites in this 55, 
Epiſtle to (" ornelins , to =_ that none ſhould oppole their 
Biſhop But Pamelins himſelf , in his Annotations upon 


both 
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both thoſe Epiſtles , conteſſeth , that neither in the on: 
nor the other, Cyprian (peaks of an ecumenick Piſhop: in 
the one , he (peaks of Rogatianus , in the other , he ipeaks 
of himſelf , as hedoth in this 55, Ep tle, 

Pamelius objets, Secondly , that Cyprian here ſpeaks 
of 4 Biſhop who ts Fudge in place of Chriſt, But it is antwer- 
ed, Cyprian in thoſe wo:ds , means not an ecumenick Bi- 
ſoop , but any Biſhop whatſoever , as is evident , by theſe 
following reaſons-: Fiſt, he gives Colleagues to that Biſhop 
whon he affirmeth ro be Tudee in place of Chriſt , and thatin 
the ſame Epiſtle , his words are , no man after divine judge- 
ment, ſufſrages of the people , conſent of his fellow wo 
would make himſelf Fudze , not now of his Biſhop , but of 
God, 

Secondly , becauſe epiſt, 69, to Florentius, Cyprian calls 
himſelf a judze conſtitute by God for a time, 

Thirdly, it isno marvel, that Cyprian calls any Biſhop, 
Judge in place of Chriſt, fince 7gnatius 1n his Epiſtle ro the 
Trallians, gives the ſame Eipthet to Deacons - he exhorts the 
ſaid Trallians , to reverence their Deacons as Chriſt, whoſe place 
they hold. 

Pamelins objeds, thirdly, that Cyprian affirms, that the 
cauſe of ſchiſme and herefies 1s, that o-e Biſhop 15 not conſtiuute 
in the Church, and aſfi:ms that Cyprian by one Biſh:p ever 
means ecumenick B'ſhop , as appears by his epiſt, 48, to or- 
nelins, and by his Book de wnitate eccleſie : But it 1s aniwered, 
that itis falſe, which Pamelins affiims, for in thoſe places 
mentioned by him, there is no (uch thing to be tound in 
Cyprian, that by one Bi/! op he means an ecumenick Biſhop, 
Secondly, it is falſe which he affirms, that Cyprian in every 
place by one Biſhop, means an cecumenick Þ ſhop, for in his 
Epiſtle to Papiarus, he hath theſe very worcs which he hath 
in this 55, Epiſtle,viz, that the cauſe of Heieftes and Schiſms 
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is, that oe Biſhop preſiding in the Chureb , is contemned by the 
prond preſumption of ſome : and yet Pamelins himſelf, in his 
Annotat:ons upon the place, contefſeth, that Cyprean by one 
F rſh-p means ary Biſhop whatſoever , and not an ecumenick Bi- 


tamelins objects fourthly , that Coprian in his 55, Epiſtle, 
cannot mean himſelf alone, becauſe he afhiims, if that one 
Byſhop were acknowledged , no man would move any thing againſt 
the Colledee of Prieſts , becauſe it doth not follow, that 
they who move any thing againſt Cyprian , oppoſe all other 
Biſhops : Bur ir is anſwered , Cyprians meaning is , that in 
—_ himſelf , they oppoſed the Colledge of wor which 
had ordained him Biſhop of C —_ as is evident likewayes, 
by the next following words , which we cited before, viz, 
no man can make himſelf judge of his Biſhop, after the ſuffrages 
of the people, and the conſent of his fellow Biſhops : whereby 
it is evident , that the meaning of Cyprianis, that who 
oppoled him , oppoſed the Colledge of Biſhops , who had 
ordained him, 

Fifthly, Pamelius objefts , that Cyprian alter choſe words 
of one Bi[bop, makes mention de ſervo prepoſito, or 4 ſervant 
preferred, or (et over the reſt , and immediatly after he mikes 
ment:on of Perer. Butir is aniwered none, can underſtand 
wherein the force of this objection couliſts , tor »Cyprian after 
he had affirmed, that it was no marvel they had deſerted that one 
ſervant who was preferred'to the reſt , ſincethe Diſciples lift 
Chriſt himſelf : and then our Saviour asked the Apoſtles if they 
would alſo leave him ? then Peter (upon whom the Church was 
built by our Lord) anſwered for them all , Lord, whether or 
to whom ſhall we go ? Whereas / amelins urgeth, that by ſervus 
prepoſitus is meaned Peter, it can be no wiyes gathered out of 
the words of Cypria' z his ſcope in thoſe words is only to 
ſhew, that it was no marvel that rhoſe Schilmaticks abandoned 
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. him their Biſhop , who was that ſervant ſet over them , ſince 
Chrifts diſciples abandoned him, That Peter was only that 
ſervss > als , cannot be gathered out of the words of Cy. 

prian : for, that the Church was bailt upon Petey , and that 

Peter anſwered in the name of the ' hurch, it makes nothing 

for the ſupremacy of Peter, as we proved before by the reſti- 

mony of Cyprian himſelf , who in his books de anitate eccleſie 
affirms, whatever Peter was , the other Apoſtles were the ſame, 
equal to himin dignity and power: However,that buildingof the 

Cchurch upon Peter, hath nothing ado with that ſervus pre- 

poſitus mentioned by Cyprian , for as we ſaid, Cyprian means 

only any <0 , and in particular himſelf by that Servant, 
Horantias, loc, chathol, lib, 6, cap, 10,and Harding , diſput- 

ing againſt Fewel, art, 4, brings another obje&ion , Chat 
Cyprian by one Biſhop means not himſelf, or any other parti. 
calar Biſhop, but cecumenick: their objefion is founded 
yon the words of Cypriax , who after he had uffirmed , that 
the cauſe of $chiſmes was, that one Biſhop was not acknowledged 
Fudge in place of Chriſt in the Church, he adds, if perry 
to divine precepts , the whole fraternity were obedient to the 
ſaid Fudge, no man would move any thing againfl the Colledge 
of ries z whence Horantius and Harding concludes , that 
by whole fraternity Cyprian means the whole Church , and by 
one Biſhop one viſtble head of that Church, 

Bur it is anſwered, that Cyprian , by whole fraternity, means 
that multitude of which any particular Church is compoſed : as 
in his 68, Epiſtle, writing to the Biſhops of Spain , he de- 
fires them not to reſcind the ordination of Sabinus , whom they 
had placed in the - (7 of Bafilides , he affirms , that 
the faid Sabinws was choſen , by the ſuffrages of the whole 
fraternity : But Horantius and Harding will not affirm , that 
Cyprian in this 68, Epiſtle , means the univerſal Church , or 
church of Rome by mbhole fraternity , fince it is evident by 

the 
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the circumſtances , that he means « particular Church , or tht 
Congregation which chuſed Sabinus for their Biſhop, Like- 
wayes , as we ſhewed betore , the (aid Sabinnus was placed 
Biſhop , and maintained in his Biſhoprick over the belly of 
Strphanns , Biſhop of Rome , who defired them to reſtore 
Faſildes , and the ſcope of this 68, —_— writen in the 
Name of the Council of Carthage , to the Biſhops of Spain 
by Cyprian, is to maintain Sabinus in his Biſhoprick,notwith- 
ſtanding that Srephanus Biſhop of Rome , deſired them to re- 
{cind the ordination of Sabines , and to replace Baſilides: That 
Cyprian by whole fraternity means a particular Church, ap- 
pears by innumerable Epiſtles of his, as ep:ſf, 47, in two ſe- 
veral places , and 58, intwo ſeveral places, likewayes, and 
G3, in which laſt place , he affirms, when we are «t Supper 
at our Banquet , we cannot convocate the common People , that 
we may celebrate the werity of the Sacrament , in preſence of 
the whole fraternity, And thus we have ſhewed, with what 
admirable Sophiſtry ', our adverſaries endeavour to wreſt 
this notable paſſage of Cyies , epiſt. 55, in which we have 
been the moreptolix , becauſe trom thence , they bring all 
which they can pretend to be of any moment , to prove that 
Cyprian was tor the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome: 
they alledge other reſtimonies, more pungent, bur they ſhall 
be proved forged . 1n the following Chapters, 

The third teſtimony brought trom the words of Cypri- 
an , is in the edition of Pamelius , Epiſt, 46, inwhich 
Cornelius writing to Cyprian, hath thete words; We are 
not ignorant that there is but one God, &c, andalittleat- 
ter , that there ſhould be one Poſhep in the Catholick C harchs 
from whence they conclude an acumenick Biſhop or 
the w/xy of Rome , as ſucceſſor to Peter Head of the 
Curch, Bur it isanſwered , Corneliny in this Epiſtle, is 
informing Cyprian , that ſome Shiſmaticks ( who had _ 
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tied that Novatian Biſhop ſer up at Rowe againſt Cornelius ) 
deſired to be re-admitted to his communion , confeſſing 
their error , that they had been ſeduced , and now they 
are convinced, that Cornelius was their true Biſhop : 
amongſt. other of their conteſſions , they. profeſs they were 
nat ignorant, that there was but oze God, one Chriſt , one 
Holy Ghoſt , and that there ſbauld . be but one Biſhop in the 
Catholick Church , by. which it is evident , that by Ca- 
tholick Charch they mean any particu/ar Church, and here 
they. mean the particular Church of Rome ; of which they 
acknowledge Cornelius , to be that one Biſhop , and not 
that other Nevatian Biſhop. by whom they had #. ſeduced, 
and whom they would acknowledge no more for their Biſhop, 
fince there could be but one true Biſhop of that Church, viz, 
Cornelins himſelf, That this is the meaning of Corneli- 
s » in this. Epiſtle, is. farther confirmed, in.an Epiſtle of 
his 20 Fabianus, (mentioned by Euſebius, Hiſt, lib, 6, cap, 
35. ) in which he objeds ignorance to one , who knew 
not , that there ſhowld be but one Biſhop in the Catholick 
Church , Here he means one Brſbop in the particular Church 
of Rome, For. little atter , inthat Epiſtle , he affirms, 
in that ſame Catholick Church there were fowty ſix Preſ- 
byters , ſeven Deacons and ſeven ſub-deacons; but he could nar 
afficm , that in.the whole Catholick. Church , there were 
only ſo many. Presbyters , ſo many Deacons , and ſo ma- 
ny ſub-deacons : whereby it is evident , that by one Bj- 
ſbop-. in the Catholick , Church , Cornelius , meatis, there 
ſhould be but one: Biſhop in any particular Church , which 
is ſo evident , that Chryſtopherſon , in his. verſion of Euſc- 
bius , renders theſe words of Cornelius ,. his Epiſtle tg Fa- 
bien , thus.z he was ignorant that there ſhould be but-one. Bis 
ſhop{ in hac Eccleſia Catholica ) in this Catholick Church viz, 
n-this partigular, Church of Rome : neither is there apy ex- 
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preſſion, more fequent in the writings of thoſe Ancients 
then to to call every particular Church , the Catholick 
Charch , which oblerveth the purity of the Catholick Faith, 
or C huich univerſal, 

The tourth paſlage of Cyprian , is in his 40, Epiſtle, 
direQed to the people of Carthage , there is one God, one 
Chriſt, one Chair, one Church founded upon Peter, by Chrifts 
own mouth, But it is an{weted , it ſhall be proved in the tol- 
lowing C haptets, that thoſe laſt words are forged , thereſt 
have no &:fhiculty at all : for by one Chair and one C hurch, 
Cyprian under!flands that there ſhould be but one Biſhop in 
every particular Church, as is evident both by the ſcope and 
words of the Epiſtle : the ſcope of the Epiſtle is, rocom- 
plain upon ſome Schiſmaticks , who had made a defection 
from himielt, and the Church of Carthage z where amongſt 
other reaſons , againſt their defetion, this is one ; there 75 
but one Chair, wiz, there is but one Biſhop inthe Church 
of Carthage , Cyprian —_— : and fince none ought to 
be acknowledged Biſhop but he , they were Schiſmaticks in 
making a ſepaiation from him, This reaſoning of Cypri- 
an, had been moſt ridiculous , It by one Chair he had 
meaned. an ecumenick Biſbep, viz. it he had reaſoned 
thus z they are Schiſmaticks , who made a defettion 
from their Biſhap Cyprian z becanſe there is but one ecu» 
mentick Biſhip, 

Seconaly , that this is the meaning of Cyprian, appears 
by the following words , where Cyprian affirms , they had 
made to themſelves another Altar , intimating thereby, that 
there is but one Altar in the Church: wheteby it is evi- 
dent , that he ſpe-ks -nor of the Church: univerſal: , bat 
of a particulai Church, fince none will aftim , that there 
is but ons Altar in the Catholick Church: Likewiſe» in 
his 65, Epiſtle , pleading the cauſe of Rogatianss , Wo at- 

rms... 
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firms, that they who make a defeRion from the Chnrch, 
make another Altar wnto themſelves : but Pamelins him, 
ſelf, in his Annotations upon that Epiſtle , obſerves, 
that Cyprian in that place , is ſpeaking only of parti- 
cular Churches, 

Thirdly , that by one Chair cannot be meaned oy: Biſhop 
of the Church aniverſal ,' is evident, becauſe Cathedra or 
Chair , is not one in the whole Church , fince there are 
many Chaires in it : as is afhrmed by Tertalian in his 
preſcriptions,cap, 36, | 

The laſt paſſage they obje@ our of Cyprias, is from his 
Epiſtle to Pompeins , where he affirmeth , yo man can have 
God to his Father , who has not the Church to his Mother, 
Coſterys the Jeſuit, Apolog, part, 3. objets this paſſage 
of Cypriaz, to prove that the Church of Rome is the mother 
Church , and likewayes to prove the Biſhop of Romes ſu- 
premacy, But the impudence of Ceſterns is very great , tor 
Cyprian in that whole Epiſtle , diſputes with ſuch vehe- 
mency , and bitterneſs againſt the Church and Biſhop of 
Rome , that Pamelius wiſheth it had never been written : and 
it ſhall be proved in the laſt Chapter of this Book , that 
the ſaid Epiſtle of Cyprian to Pomprins , and others al- 
ſo of his Epiſtles of che ſame ſubjeQ , are left out in ſome 
new Roman editions of Cyprians works, As for the words 
now alledged , Coſterss miſerably wreſts them , for in them 
he is diſputing againſt the Church of Rome , and in the 
very next words , he acculeth Srephanus Biſhop of Rome, 
not only of Error, but alſo of 0bſtinacy: his diſpute is this, 
Thoſe who are baptized by hereticks , ought to be re-baptiz. 
td , becauſe the Sauttification of baptiſme , is only to be 
foendin the Church , ( apnd Chriſti (ponſam folam ) who 
can beget . and bring forth children unto God : but the 
who are baptized by hereticks , are not born in the Church, 


neither 
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neither can they have God to theis Father , who have not the 
Church for their Mother, Ergo, they ought to be re-bap- 
tized, And a little after he adds, how comes it then , that 
the [eere Obſtinacie of our brother Stephanus , ( Biſhop of 
Rome ) is come to ſuch an hight? he means , by that 
excemmunication of himſelf , andthe Church of Carthage, 
by Stephanss, and his harſh carriage, For, 2s Caſſander re- 
lates, _ art, 7, when Cyprian ſent meſſengers to Sre- 
4 anus , he not only refuſed them audience, butalſo in- 
ibited the Clergy of Rome , to admit any of themto 
their houſes, 
By which paſſage of Cyprian with Stephanus it ap- 
ears, with what ingenuity , they obje&t the 67, 
piſtle of Cypiian , to prove , that he acknowledged the 
Supremacy of the (aid Stephanus : becauſe init , he writes 
to him ( ſay they ) to depoſe Marcianus Biſbop of Arles 
in France, But it appears by the words ot the Epiſtle, 
that Cyprian only exhorts Stephanus , to admoniſhthe Biſhops 
of the Province to depoſe him ; notto depoſe him, hin- 
ſelf: what was the opinion of Cyprian concerning the power 
of the Biſhop of Rome , in depoſition , and reſtition of 
Biſhops ? is ſufficiently maniteſted , by his carriage in the 
cauſe of Baſildes , and Sabizus mentioned a little bes 
fore, For in his Ep.ſtle 68, he ftoutly oppoſeth , there- 
ſtirution of Baſilides , and the depoſition of Sabinws z not- 
withſtanding , that Srephanus injoyned both the one and the 


other , to the Biſbops of Spain, 
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CHAP, XI1T, 


Objettions from forged Authors anſwered , pretended to prove 
the [ſupremacy f the Biſhop of Rome, before the dyes of 
Cyprian, 

Itherto, they have endeavoured to prove the ſupre- 

H macy of the Biſhop of Rome, beiote the death of 

Cyprian , by wreſted and miſapplyed teſt:monies : 
that not ſerving the turn, they fall to forgery , and char of 
ewo kinds z fiſt , they bring teſtimonies from baſtard, 
and [uppoſititious, Authors ; Secondly, trom true Authors, cor- 
rupted by the Popes authority or otherwayes: we will difs 
courſe of the fiiſt ſort in this Chapter , of the ſecond in the 
following, - 

In the firſt place, they pretend the decretal Epiſtles of 
ſeveral Biſhops of Rome , who lived in that interval , and 
after, unto the beginning of the fourth Age. Bur ic is anſwered, 
all thoſe decrerals are forged, attributed ro Popes betore the 
dayes of Syrid#us, Biſhop of Rome, who lived about anno, 380, 
the reaſons follow, 

Firſt, Dionyſius Exiguns, a diligent Compilator of all the 
decretals of Popes , in one volumne , begins this work 
with the decretals of the ſaid Syritius , not mentioning the de- 
cretal Epiſtles of any Popes betore him: whereby it evident- 
ly —_— , that thete was no ſuch gdecreralls, in his time , or 
in the ſixth Century whereby alſo it is evidenc ,that they have. 

been forged fince that time, 

Secondly, thoſe decretalls are mentioned by non of the 
Ancients moſt exa& enquirers atter antiquiry 5 ſuch as 
Euſebius , Hieronymus , Gennadius , and Pope Damaſus, 
who lived himſelf in the time of Hieronymns, and to whom 

; Hieronymus was Secretar, butall thoſe Authors, made ex2& 

| enquiry 


' 


Book 2. Biſhop of Rome a femple Biſhop. 81 
enquiry, after the ations-of Biſhops of Rome , before the 
Council of Neice: and yet not one of them , maketh mention 
of thoſe decretals, which areat leaſt thirty, 

T hirdly, the ſtiles of menare almoſt as different, as their 
faces : bur it appears to any Judicions Reader, that all thoſe 
Epiſtles were penned by one man , having the ſame ſtile, 
bur they are atcributed to Brſhops of Rome, of divers Ages, 
whereof the laſt lived three hundered year after the firſt, 

Fourthly , the Latine Tongue, before the Council of 
Neice, was in great purity : and the Biſhops of Rome of thoſe 
dayes , known to be moſt powerful in it: but the ftile of 
thoſe decretals , is moſt barbarous, Twrrianus objets, 
(who wrote a defence of thoſe Epiſtles ) that thoſe Biſhops of 
Rome uſed a humble ſtile, in imitation of Paul, who ſhunned 
the words of humane wiſdom, But it is anſwered, that al- 
though Paul did forbid affeRed eloquence , yer he did not pre- 
(crive ſoliciſmes,and barbarity,which both are frequent in thoſe 
Epiſtles, Andfirſt, for So/iciſmes, Enariſtus, epiſt, 2, Epiſcops 
ſunt obediendi & non detrahendi : Teleſphorys in his Epiſtle 
hath theſe words, Patres omnes ſunt venerandi non inſidiandi, 
ſuch like expreſſions are found every where, As tor barba: 
riſmes,you have everywhere, ſuch expreſſions as thoſe folow- 
ing, Regoroſus torter, dependere obtemperantiam : agere indiſ- 
—__ z jurgialiter ſtare ; paternas dotFrinas injuriare : cuntts 
charitatrye peragere, 

F.tthly, 1fidoras Mercator , who lived in the ſeventh Age, 
challenged by Barronius , ad annum , 336. num, $0. and 60, 
as 2 great forger of monuments of Antiquity : he lived in the 7, 
Age, at which time, there was great debate between the 
Greek and the Latin Church, the Greek Church , refuſing 
to acknowledge the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome , albeit 

Phocas , in the beginning of that Age, had taken the title of 
ecumenick Biſbop , from Cyriacus, Biſhop of Conſtantinople, 
L ”% and 
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and beſtowed it upon Bonifacivs Biſhop of Rome, yet , not- 
withſtanding, the Biſhop of Conſtantinople , ſtill keeped the 
ſtile of ecumenick 8iſhopand would not acknowledge theBiſhop 
of Rome, T he ſaid 1 ſidorws Mercator, as Barronius relates, forged 
ſeveral monuments of Antiquity , to prove the ſupremacy 
of the Biſhop of Rome z and he is commonly thonghe to be 
the forger of thoſe decretalls, for three reaſons, firſt , ( as 
we aid ) he is detected of ſeveral other forgeries z ſecondly, 
becauſe it appears by their ſtile, they are all written by one 
mang thirdly, becauſe the ſtile is barbarous, and exaR!y 
agreeing with the ſtile of that Age, in which 1ſdores lived, 
Sixthly , it is demonſtrar thoſe Epiſtles are torged , not on- 
ly by the ſtile, bur by the matter contained in them : It were 
prolix to mention all ; we will only note ſome few , ſuſfi- 
ciently- demonſtrating thoſe decretals to be forged, Fuſt, 
ſome of them are direted to thoſe who were dead long be- 
fore ; as that Epiſtle of Clement , to Fames , in which he 
writesto him of thedeath of Peter and Paul + but Fames was 
dead in the ſeventh year of Nero, asis teſtified by Euſebins, 
Hegeſippus, and Hieronymus ;, but Peter and Pasl died not till 
ſeyen years after,viz, the fourteenth year of Nero. 2, Anterius 
in his decretal, makes mention of Euſebius Biſhop of Alexan- 
dria , and Felix Biſhop of Epheſus: but CA nterss lived in the 
beginning of the third Century , almoſt a whole Age betore 
chem both, 3, Fabianus in his Epiſtle , makes mention 
of the coming of Nowvatus to Jtaly ; but Cyprian , 1b, 
I, epiff, 3. arms , that Fabianus came to 7taly in the time 
of Cornelins,who lived at another time, 4, Marcellss writes a 
threatning Letter to Maxentivs. preſſing him with the Autho. 
rity of Clement Biſhop of Rome : but Maxentias both a Pa- 
gan , and a Tyrant, cared nothing for Clement atall, 5, Ze- 
phyrinas in his Epiſtle to the Fgyprians, affiims, that it was 
againſt the conſtitutions of Emperours , that Clergy men ſhould 
be called before the Fudge Secular : the ſame afirmes y Eu- 
ebius 
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ſebins , in his Decretal to the ſame «Fgyptians. But in thoſe 
dayes, vis, Inthe third Century , the Emperours were all 
Pagans: and it is ridiculous to afhim , that hey made ſuch 
Edits, in tavour ot Chiiſtians, who were cruel perſecuters of 
the Chriſtians 6, Its known, that many ceremonies came by 
degrees in the Chu:ich, and that there were very tew ceremo- 
nies in the Church , the time ot thoſe Biſhops of Rome : bat 
choſe decretal- Epiſtles , makes no mention of the grievous 
perſecutions of the Church in thoſe dayes , no nor one of * 
chem; bur on the contrary , makes mention of the Church 
as it were in pomp , making mention of all thoſe ceremonies, 
as holy weſſels , of the habit of the Clergy , of the Maſs , of 
Arch biſhops, Metropolitans , Patriarchs , none of which things 
were in the Church in thoſe dayes: thuſe Cannons , comonly 
called Apoſtolick , mention indeed Primats : but albeit they 
contain many profitable things , yet many learned men among 
the Papiſts themſelves, maintain , that they were not made by 
the Apoſtles but colle Red trom Cannons of the Council of 4x- 
tioch, and other poſterior Councils :See Sal/maſins, and Photius, 
Bibliothick , cap, 113, 

We might alledge ſeveral other reaſons, to prove 
thuſe Epiſtles forged , as their abſurd interperation 
of Scripture, ſome of them maintaining community of 
wives, &c, But thoſe reaſons are luthcient , fince Bellarmine, 
and Barronixs ſeems not to care much tor them x fince C ontins, 
Profeſour at Brages, maintains them to be forged , (ince «- 
meas Sil ins ( epiſt. 301, according to Bellarmines (upputati- 
on, 287. )expreſly affirms, that betore che Council ot Niece, 
there are no Monuments for the Popes Supremacy ; which he 
would never have affirmed , it he had not believed thoſe 
Ep ſtles had been forged, which ingeminate eve: ywhere , the 
Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome : and yet the (aid eAxeas Sil- 
vis , Was atterwa:ds Pope himſe.t, under the name of Piss 

2 ſecond 
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' ſecond. Whence we conclude, that thoſe Epiſtles were un- 
known-to the Ancients, And whereas Twrrianss objeRs, that 
Ifidorus mentioneth chem , It is anſwered , he is charged for 
on. He objeQs, ſecondly, that R#ffinus turned 
thoſe three Epiſtles of Clement, but it is anſwered, thoſe 
Epiſtles of Clement are very old indeed, but they.do not prove 
the Antiquity of the reſt. The ſtile of theſe three Epiſtles of 
Clement , is different from: the ſtile of thoſe others : and al. 
though Reffinss , turned them from Greek to Latine, ir 
doth not p:ove, they are Authentick, He tu ned alſo his 
Books of Recoznitions , which are eſteemed Apocryphal, b 
Gratianus , Bellarmine, and other DoRors of the Churc 
of Rome, | 
And this much of thoſe decreral Epiſtles: they alledge 
reſtimonies from ſeveral other forged Authors, in that in- 
cerval, to prove the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Reme in that 
interval, as Abdias Biſhop of Babylon , is cited by Dorman to 
ye the ſupremacy of the Biſhop of Rome : Linws is Cited 
Es Coccins , for the ſame reaſonz Clement by Harding, viz, 
his books of recognition : Dyoniſius Areopagita , de divinis 
nominibus , is (everal times cited by Coccivs in Theſaurs , tor 
the ſame end : but all theſe Authors, or thoſe books now 
mentioned of thoſe Authors , are rejeted by Befarmine or 
Rarronins , Or Poſſevinus , Ot Cajetanus, Or Grocinus , or 
Sixtus, Senenſis and other lights of the Church ot Rome : and 
therefore, ir is needle(s to inſiſt upon the diſproving them 
we will only anſwer one paſſage talſly attributed ro E/ebiss, 
or to Hieronymas, in his additions to Exſebins , and it is this : 
Bellarmine , to prove that the Biſhop of Rome hath a legiſ- 
lative power,and Poſnen alſo, theſ,131, alledge a paſſage of Eu-. 
ſebins, viz, that Ref of 40 ages was inflituted by Teleſphoe 
1s Biſhop of Rome,who lived in the ſecond Age, and this is his 
firſt inſtance - But it-is anſwered , thatScaliger, in his- edition 
of E»ſcb1#5 demonſtrats, thoſe cannot be the words of Zu/cbi- 


Wis 
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ws 3 becanſe lib, 5, cap. 17, he expreſly affirms, that Montane? 
the hererick was the firſt that preſcribed ſer fats, Secondly, 
becauſe cap, 34. of the ſame Book , Z»ſcbius affirms trom 
Irenens , that inthe time of Yidor Biſhop of Rome, who lived 
after Teleſphorus, that the faſt of lent was not obſerved one 
way , ſome obſerving one day, fome two, ſome more, &c, 
Bellarmines (econd inſtance is,that the ſaid Euſebins affirms, 
that the myſtery, or celebration of the Myſtery of the reſurrettion 
of the Lords day, was firſt ordained by Pius Biſhop of Rome, 
and univerſally obſerved in the weſt. Burt it is anſwered, that 
Ewuſcbins, cap, 22. of the laid Book, expreſly affirms the con- 
trary, viz, that it was ordained, by the decrees of ſeveral 
Councels : neither was it ever generally obſerved, before the 
Council of Neice;, whereby it is evident; that both the one 
and the other paſſage is fraudulently inſerted, in the works 
of Euſebius , otherwayes Euſebius would contradict him- 


(elf, 


CHAP, XIV, 
of the corruptions of Cyprian, 


Here is not a Pather of themall , of whom they bragg 
more thenof Cyprian , toprove the ſupremacy of- 


the Biſhop Rome; and yet , there is not a Father of 
them all; of which they have lefle reaſon to bragg , as we 
ſhewedbetore, Barronins, tom, 1, par, 129, Let ——_—_ for all. 
(ſaith he)in time more ancient, in learning more excellent , in 
honor of Martyrdom far exceeding the reſt of the Fathers, wiz, 
Cyprian : and then-he cites this tollowing paſfages out of 
Cyprian , d* unitate eccleſia, cap, 3, To Peter, our Lord after 
bis —_— » ſaith, teed my ſheep, and buildeth his 


Charch upon him(alone,) 
2; And 


+}, 


- POſedby his authority the 
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2. And although after his reſurreftion , he 2avealike power 
toall, yet to manifeſt unity, he conſtitute one Chair, and dif- 
my or fountain of the ſame, beginning 


of one, 

3. Thereſt of the Apoſtles were , that Peter wasz in equal 
fellowſhip of honour and power : but the beginning cometh 
of ur1ty ( the primacy 1s given to Peter ) that the Church of 
CLriſt may be ſhewed to be one, and ( one Char, ) 

4, He that withſtandcth and reſiſteth the Church, ( hethat 
forlaketh Peters Chair , fipon which the Church is buile, ) 
doth he truſt that he is inthe Churh? 

In. theſe words obſerve, that all the ſentences written with- 
in a parentheſis, areforged, and not to be found in the old 
Manuſcripts.of Cyprian, or in the old ng copies of Cy- 
prian; the* reaſon wherefore the ſaid ſentences are added 
to the words of Cyprian is evilent , becauſe they make Cy- 
prian exprelly diſpute for the fupremacy of Peter , but 4 
chem away , the ſupremacy of Peter is quite deſtroyed , as 
may appear to any who-will read over theſe words, and 


- omit thoſe forged paſſages, writen within a parentheſis, 


If ye demind how thoſe paſſages came to be added to 
Cyprians text? It. is aniwered , that Pins fourth Biſhop of 
Rome, called Manstius the famous Pinter to Rome, toreprint 
the Fathers z he 4 RH alſo four Cardinals, to ſee the 
work done, among the reſt, Cardival Barromeus had fingular 
care of Cyprian : Manutins himſelf, in his preface of a certain 
Book to Pius fourth. , declareth , that it was the purpoſe of 
the Pope , to have them "ſo correfted , that there ſhould. 
remain no (pot , which might infe& the minds of the ſi mple, 
with the ſhew of falle DofFrine : How they corrected other 
Fathers , ſhall be declared in the follow:-ng Books « how 


they coreRted Cyprian , appears by thoſe words we have now 


et down, which are marked with Parentheſis , which being 
added 


: 
| 


Book 2. Biſhop of R ome 4 femple Biſhop. 87 
added, perverts the whole meaning of Cyprian: neither were 
they content, by adding to Cyprian , to prevert his meaning - 
ather paſſages of Cy/riaw , which could nor be mended by 
addirions , or be made to ſpeak for them , by inſerting ſen- 
tences , unleſs they made Cyprian (peak manifeſt contradiQi- 
ons z thoſe other ge ( 1 ſay ) they razed quite out of 
Eyprian.in the ſaid Roman Edition of Maxutivs, anno,ns5 64, 
in which Edition , they razed out Eleven or Twelve entire 
Eaitles, as" I; 2, 7; 35. 31," 2$3.". 7h. 973, 74 
75. 83, $4, 85, $6, It were too prolix to declare, 
for | what reaſons' they razed out all thoſe Epiſtles 
the ſum is. , all of them! were no preat friends to 
the frrenney of the Biſhop of Rome , nor t6 the Doftrine 
of the preſent Church of Rome , anent the perfettion of the 
Seripture, We will cite a paſſage or two , out of the 74, 
and 75, Epiſtle, which will evidently make known , wheres» 
fore they razed thoſe Epiſtles : ſurely there muſt be ſome 

reat reaſon , fince 'Pamelius himſelt witheth, rhofe Epiſtles 

ad never been written : What the reaſon is , appears thus ? 
The 74. Epiſtle was written to Pompeivs , againſt the 
Epiſtle of Stephanws , in which ye have theſe words , Stepha- 
nns Hareticorum-, cauſum contrathriſtianos & contra Eccleſiam 
Dei aſſerere conatur; and alirtle aſter, Feus in uno, videtur, 
rews in omnibus: That is , Stephanus Biſhop of Rome , de- 
fends the cauſe of hereticks 4g4infl the C hurch , who is guil- 
ty in one thing, he ſeems to be guilty of all, The 75, 
Ep:(tle, was written by Firmilianus to Cypriang in which 
ye have theſe words, Non inteligit obfuſcari 4 ſe, &c. that is, 
Stephanus Biſhop of Rome wnderſtands not , that the truth of 
the chriſtian Rock is obfuſcated by him , andina manner 
abolifhed. The words of which two Epiſtles , ate very preju- 
dicial rothe Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome :. thoſe 
Epiſtles are evely where filled with ſuch expreſſions , too pro- 
lix 


83 TheGrand Impoſtor diſcovered. Part 1. 


lix to be anſwered here ; but theſe we have mentioned , are 
ſufficieat to declare , -what che opinion of Cyprian was , con- 
cerning the Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome , or 'of the 
Do&rine of the Church of Rowe, In theſaid 74, Epiſtle, 
in ſeveral places hz calls the ſaid Stephanus ignorant , arro- _ 
gint, oc, inſolent impertinent, oc, in the 75 Epiſtle, Stephanus 
is called wicked , inſolent , « deſerter and betrayer =_ truth : 
Likewayes, whata friend Cyprian was, to the Doctrine of 
the Modern Church of Rome appears by the ſaid 74, 
Epiſtle ; where tradition without warrand of _— is cal- 
led by him Yet#ſtas Erroris, antiquity of Error,and affirms, that 
all is to be rejetted for ſuch , which is not foundin Scripture: 
ſo it concern matters of Faith : whereby it appears , that 
Cyprian incurres the Anathema of the council of Trent, And 
this we have ſhewed how they have corrupted Cyprian , as 
well in adding to him, to make him ſpeak what he choughr 
not z and when that would not ſerve the turn , except they 
made him ſpeak contradiQions , they therefore alſo curred 
our his tongue : - what reaſon they had fo to do , we haye 
given ſome inſtances z many ſuch other might be given, bur 
it would be prolix , and theſe are ſufficient, Now ler us 
hear, how they detend thoſe Impeſtures , and firſt, for the 
razing out of thoſe Epiſtles, Gretſerus anſwers, Pamelins reſtor- 
ed them in his edition of Cyprian, But it is replyed , that 
this is as'much as to ſay , thar by the teſtimony of Pamelins, 
Pope Pius Fourth , and thoſe four Cardinals , whom he ap- 
pointed to corre& the works of Cyprian, are notorius im- 
poſtors : It 15 a new ſort of reaſoning, that they did no wrong , 
in razing out thoſe Epiſtles of Cyprian , becawſe Pamelius re- 
ſtored them, 

Secondly, they defend thoſe additions by an o!d coppy of 
the Abbey of Cambron : 2, By 4 coppy fetched out of Bavaria 
3. Andby an other old coppy of Cardinal Hoſtus z and fo Gret- 


ſernus 


Book 2. Biſhop of Rome a ſimple Þiſhop. 8g 
ſerus the Feſuit defends the laſt three additions, But it is 
anſwered , that the fiiſt addition pon him alone, is the moſt 
impoitant of all , — , that upon Peter alone the 
Chuich was built , which is the main Baſis of the Suprema- 

of the Biſhop of Rome : but Gretſerus the Jeſuit, who 
defends this cor:uption of Cyprian , doth not affim , that 
thoſe words «pon him alone are tound in any of theſe three 
Copies, heonly affirms, thar the ſecond adCition one Chair, 
and the third , the Primacy 15 given is Peter , ate found in 
thoſe old Copies, 

Secondly, it is replyed , that that Copy of Cardinal He- 
fins is only mentioned, but it was never yet ſeen: It Hoſt- 
#s had any ſuch Copy , how comes he left not ſuch a Mo- 
nument of antiquity to Poſterity £ As for the other rwo c0- 
pies , of Cambron and Bavaria , it isaridiculous buſineſs, 
ro objec their Authority , againſt the Authority, not only 
of all the printed Copies of Cyprian , before that of Manu« 
tivs, but alſo againſt all the Manuſcripts of Cyprian , found 
in the moſt famous Bibliqthicks of Chr:fendom, and the Y a- 
tican it ſelf: and whereas Gretſerus affirms , that perhaps the 
Wicklephian Hereticks , corrupted all thoſe Ancient Manu- 
ſcripts, it is a ridiculous obje@ion : how could thoſe He- 
reticks get acceſs to the Libraries of all Princes , Univer- 
fities and the Popes own Library , to corrupt the works of C y- 
prian , without being perceived s Ir is far more like, that 
the Monks of Cambron and Bavaria , corrupted thoſe two 
copies , ( If the Jeſuits have not forged thoſe two copies 
alſo) fince there are innumerable proots and teſtimonies , ( as 
ſhall be proved in the following Books, ) Yea, and of Barro- 
nius himſelt ; that the Monks of ſeveral Monaftries have 
cor:upted and forged innumetadle paſſages of Antiquity, 
eſpecially in the-ſeventh Age , whea the conteſt was hot, 

M w.th 
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with the Grecians about the Supremacy, The-truth is, ir is 
believed , thar there are no ſuch Copies at- all , as thar of 
Cambron and Bavaria , and-that thoſe Cardinals , appoint. 
ed by Pixs tourth , to overſee the Edition of Manatizs, added 
thoſe words of themſelves , which is very like for tworex- 
ſons ; Firſt , becauſeir is known , that the Indices expurgato- 
ris, have added ſentences, and razed out ſentences az their pleap 
ſure in many Antient Copies, without the pretext of 'any other 
Copy. Secondly., their impudence was as great , inrazing 
out of thoſe twelve Epiſtles of Cyprian, as it they had added 
thoſe four paſſages, © And fince they openly did the firſt, ie 
is very. probable , yea more then probable , they did the 
laſt 


We have ſhewed , how Gretſerus defends the firſt three 
additions, The Fourth is , he hat forſaketh Peters Chair, 
upon which the Church is built , it ſeems that either thoſe three 
Copies of Gretſerus hath not theſe words , or elſe if they have, 
P amelins doth not much regard their Authority , who in his 
Edition of Cyprian , hath left them our, Ir is to be obſery- 
ed , that the ſecond and third Addition are of no ſuch 
moment , as the firſt, and this fourth , and the razing 
out of theſe twelve —_— of Cyprian, Gretſerus defends 
only the ſecond and the third ; the Firſt he meddleth nor 
rs at all; to the Fourth he anſwereth , that Pamelius 
hath left it out , and therefore it was not added fraudently : 
But we anſwer , as we did betore , that Pamelizs in leav- 
ins out thoſe words . declares thoſe four Cardinal Impoſtors, 


who were appointed by Pix: the fourth , to overſee the Edi- 
tion of Manutivs ; whoſe Copy is followed in the reprinted 
works of Cyprianat Rome,P aris, CAntwerp,Qc, 

And thus we have minuted , all which is of any moment 
alledged , pro and con , for the Supremacy of the Buhop 


of 
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of Rome , before -the death of Cypriey:: where we. have 
proved:, by the teſtimonies of 1gnatins,. Dionyſins and Cy» 
prian himſelf , that there was no Office inthe Church , above 
that of « Biſhop , in that whole Interval : Bellarmine braggs 
much , that the ſucceſſion of the Biſhap of Rome to Peter , 5 
the Monarchy of the Church , was. an, article of Faith tn 
all Ages , ſince the-dayes of the Apoſtles, Bur ince we 
find no monuments in that interval , next the Ages of the 
Apoſtles , that there was any (uch Article of Faith , but on 
the contrary , fince we have produced teſtimonies , and 
invincible ones , that there was no ſuch Article of Faith, 
it is evident , that the ſaid ſucceſſion of the Biſhop of Rome 

to Peter in the Monarchy of the Church , is a meer cheat : 
For if there had been any ſuch thing , the Churches of 
the Eaſt, and Weſt , in the times of YiFor , and the 
Churches of Africs , in the times of Srephanus , would ne- 
ver have neglefted the excommunication of Yidtor and 
Stephanus , and died unreconciled ro the Church of Rome: 
Neither would the middle Church of Rowe , have placed 
them in the Catalogue of Saints and Martyres , if it had been 
believed as an Article of Faith , that the Biſbop of Rome 
ſucceeded to Peter Fure divino in the Monarchy-of the Charch, 
as is believed now in the Modern Roman Church , as as ar- 
ticle of Faith neceſſar to Salvation, 

And thus we have concluded the firſt Part of the grand 
Impoſtor , and have proved by Teſtimonies of Antiquity, 
( notwithſtanding all the bragging of our Adverſaries, 
that all Antiquiry is for them) That the Antients, 
Councills, and Fathers , believed neither the \Suprema- 
cy of Peter , nor that Peter was Biſhop of Rome , nor that 
the Biſhop of Rome ſucceded to him , in the Monarchy f 

the 
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the Eharch, and conſequently, did not believe any xe- 
veſſar communion with the Church of Rome : To prove 
which , they bring nothing from Antiquity of the firſt 
three Centuries , Which is not perverted , mutilated , fal- 
fly tranſlated or forged, In the Second Part ſhall be 
proved , they have as little ſhelter for their Teners , from 
the death of Cyprian, 260. to 604, when Bonifacins the 
third was made gecumenick Biſhop ,by Phocas. 
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IPSSSD a SIO POLECSE 


Errata of the PREFACE, 


Page 9. line 17. for given Phocas, read given by Phocss, p. 10; 1. 3. for hom: 
r, whom. p. 10. 1,29. for add there reaſons, 7. add other reaſons. p. 13. 1. 27, 
for Stephanus, r. Adriaxus. p. 23.1. 32, for Du plchs, r. Du pleffis. p, 28; 
l. m_ Ib, 2. 7. lib. r, p- 29. 1. 27. for ſfuppofitious, », ſuppoſicitious. p.36, 
L. 3. for related, 7. refuted. ps 34-1. 7. for Teſtimonies of antiquicy at all, 7, 
Teftimonies of antiquity of any moment, 

Errata lib, 1, 

Page 17-line 28. for antiquicated, r. antiquated. p. 22. |, 23-f0r lib. 4. 7. 
part 2, lib. 2, p. 23, |. 32. for lib. 5-7. part 3. lib. 2. p. 23. |. 32. fof Homes 
9-5. 1. Hom 5.5- p. 26.1.1 3. for lib.3. 7. part 2. 1:b.t. p. 36. 1. 15- for libs 
4+ 7, part2,lib. 2. p. 36,1. 16 for lib. 5, 7- part 3.11b, 2. p. 39-1. +7. for of Peter, 
r, to Peter, p.40. |. 22. for confidence, r. confidents. p« 49. l. 7- for mundog, r. 
milros p. 55 1. 20, for colunas, 7. columnas. p.' 56. 1. 17. for TiS"c1y, r, 
THngiy p. 70. |- 15, for bur to whom allo, r. but to whom : allo» p. 77, |. 4- 
fr} Hilarius de vinRtad. 1, Hilarius de trinitat, p+101. 1. 21. for Paul 5. f. 
Paul 4. 

he t89, line 22. for were proved to he head, ?. be called head. p. 192, 
1.15, for Cyrnitlas, r.Cyrillus. p. 199. 1. 8. for our adverſaries, 7.whereas our 
adverſaries. p.200.1.14,for Apoſtolusr, Apoftolis, after page 171, Immedi- 
atly toiloweth, 157. which is a miſtake in the Prefs, nothing is wanting. 

Errata lib. 2. 

Page 8.) 12, for lib 5, r.part 3.1ib rt, p.16. 1.5. for diſtinRion, #. definition. 
p- $6. |, 2, for co1(ticuce one Chair, 7, ( confticure one Chair ) p, 87: 1, 23. 
for cauſuu 1, caulam, 


